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TASK FORCE MEMBERS:

MS. KARLA PERRI
Assi stant Deputy Under Secretary of
Defense, U.S. Departnment of Defense;

MR. STAN PHI LLI PPE
California Environnental Protection
Agency;

MR. WLLIAM D. GRAY
The Environnent and Energy Study
Institute;

MR. BRI AN K. POLLY
Assi st ant Conmi ssi oner,
U S. General Services Adm nistration;

MR J. STEVEN ROGERS

Acting Counsel for State and Loca
Affairs, Environnent and Natura
Resources Division, United States
Department of Justice;

MR, JI M WOOLFORD
U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency;

MR. THOVAS EDWARDS
State Attorney General's Ofice,
State of Texas;

GEN. M LTON HUNTER
U.S. Arny Corps of Engineers;

MR. PAUL O REI MER
Rei mer Associ at es,

Representative of the Urban Land
Institute.
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On the 2nd day of February, A.D.
1999, at the Cathedral Hill Hotel
1101 Van Ness Avenue, in San Francisco,
California, the above entitled nmeeting cane on
for discussion before said KARLA PERRI, and the
foll owi ng proceedi ngs were had:

MR, CHOUDHURY: Pl ease take your
seats. Please take your seats so that the
nmeeting can start.

Good afternoon. This is a neeting of the
Def ense Environnental Task Force or DERTF. |
am Shah Choudhury, the Executive Secretary of
the Task Force. | will start by maki ng sone
adm ni strative remarks before turning the floor
over to the Chair

The Task Force is governed by the Federa
Advi sory Comrittee Act, its charter and the
procedural rules adopted by the nenbers. |
will briefly review the provisions of FACA as
it applies to this neeting. The Federa
Advi sory Comrittee Act rules specify that
neeti ngs of the advisory comm ttees nust be
open to the public, as this one is.

A specific FACA requirenent is tinely

notice of the neeting. The Federal Register
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notice for this nmeeting was published on
Decenber 18th, 1998. FACA requires providing
an opportunity for public participation in the
neeti ngs of the Task Force and providing access
to documents provided to the Task Force
menbers. Anything entered into the public
record of the neeting can subsequently be nade
avai |l abl e upon request by any individual. This
neeting conplies with those requirenments under
FACA.

By the procedural rules of the Task Force,
a quorum of five menbers is required. A quorum
of nmenbers sufficient to neet that requirenent
is present. Nanely, the nmenbers and the
designated alternates are Ms. Perri, M. Polly,
Maj or General Hunter, M. Rogers, M. Wolford,
M. Reiner and M. Gray. They are present and
satisfy the quorumrequirenents for the
nmeeting.

I will now highlight sone of the
addi ti onal procedures we will follow during the
next two days. This afternoon and tonorrow
norni ng and afternoon, the nmenmbers of the
Task Force will hold their business neeting.

During this neeting, we are being assisted by a
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st enographer who -- so it is important that
only one person speak at a tinme so that we can
accurately capture the discussions so that we
can produce accurate minutes of the neeting.

Menbers and presenters are asked to pl ease
use the nmicrophones for all presentations and
di scussions. Presenters are requested to
reserve time in their allotted presentation
period for question and answers fromthe
Task Force nmenbers. To help us keep on
schedul e and facilitate novenent of speakers to
t he podi um and panel table, | would ask that
this afternoon's presenters sit in the reserved
seats for speakers near the podium and for the
menbers to reserve questions until all the
menbers of each panel have nade their
presentation. | wll also request the
presenters to please stay up front until the
qguestion and answer period for your segnent is
over.

Presentation handouts that | received
prior to this neeting were nmade avail abl e on
t he DERTF honepage on the World Wde Web. If
presenters have additional handouts, | request

that you provide nme with ten copies for the
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menbers and the record, and, if you have extra
copies, if you could please place themon the
handout table. The handout table is to ny
left -- that side of the room

Over the next two days, there is a fair
amount of material to cover. Your cooperation
in keeping to the schedule is deeply
appreci ated. Observers who would like to
provide information as we go along to
understand -- to hel p enhance the understanding
of Task Force nenbers are encouraged to do so
at all tinmes -- during breaks, lunch, so on
They're al so encouraged to provide input via
the conputer stations set up in the adjoining
room Attendees are also wel cone to address
foll owon questions to presenters or to nmenbers
during breaks.

In addition to providing conments via the
conmput ers, nenbers of the public are al so
invited to participate in this neeting by
speaki ng at the public coment periods set for
both this evening and tonorrow eveni ng.

Toni ght's session runs from®6:30 to 9:00 p.m,
and tonorrow s is set for 5:30 to 8:30 p.m

Al t hough the schedule is full, we will try to
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There's a restaurant on the first floor of
the hotel as well as several places within
wal ki ng di stance. The hotel concierge can help
you if you need nore information. The phones
are |located on this floor behind where | am
sitting. As you're |ooking at the phones, the
men's roomis to the right and the | adies' room
isto the left.

At this time -- this concludes this set of
adm nistrative remarks. 1'll be making
addi ti onal adm nistrative remarks throughout
the neeting. And, at this point, | want to
turn the floor over to the Chair of the
Task Force.

M5. PERRI: Thank you.

On behal f of the DERTF Task Force nenbers,
I would Iike to wel cone you to the neeting
today and -- particularly, we are very pleased
to be here in San Francisco. | hope everyone's
had an opportunity to get sone tinme to walk
around and enjoy the city before we start our
activities today. | also want to thank Shah
and all the other people who have hel ped

arrange the neeting and set things up
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As Shah nmentioned, this is our
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fifteenth neeting and we're here to do sone new
things at this nmeeting. 1In particular, we're
expandi ng our public coment. The roomto the
right -- we have a bank of conputers set up --
and we' Il be taking public comments all day
long. We have people fromeach of the
Services, as well as the office of the
Secretary of Defense to show you how to | og
onto our conputers and to input your comments
directly to us. In addition, we'll have two
public comrent periods, one this evening and
one tonorrow evening

The format for the period this evening
wi Il be divided between the traditional format
that we normally use and a new format that
we're going to be trying out -- and, then,
tomorrow, we'll be doing the traditional format
again. So, this evening's coment period wll
be two one-and-a-hal f-hour sessions with two
different types of formats -- and we believe
that this change will encourage, hopefully, you
to give your comments nost specifically and
directly to us individually -- and, hopefully,

get sone resolution to the issues that you need
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resolved at this tine.

In addition, | want to call your attention
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to some very special guests we have here.

Deni se Chanberlain, the Deputy Secretary of
Environnent for the State of Pennsylvania is
with us, along with Ji m Schnei der, her deputy.
Pennsyl vani a has worked very closely with the
Depart ment of Defense over the past 18 nonths
to enter into what we call a voluntary cleanup
agreenent -- and it's a new approach that we're

trying as a way of noving our cleanups faster,

cheaper and better -- and | hope that all of
you will take the time to nmeet Deni se and get
to know her. She'll be doing a presentation on

this tonmorrow, but we think that we have had a
| ot of success in approaching cleanup
differently. W' re not focused on process as
much as results. W're there to clean up the
property and to get it transferred and Denise
and her team have been instrunmental in giving
us sone new i deas and new approaches to
resol vi ng sone probl ens.

We al so have distingui shed nenbers from
each of the Services here; Rick Newsonme from

the Arny, Jean Reynolds fromthe Air Force and
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Paul Yaroschak fromthe Navy. W also welcone

for the first tinme, Major General Hunter, as a
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paneli st here -- a DERTF menber -- and | --
of course, it wouldn't be appropriate to not
recogni ze Pat Rivers, who has sat in this chair
so many tines -- and, really, | feel so
fortunate to have inherited an office with
wonderful staff and a programthat she really
put into place for the Departnment of Defense --
and we have Pat to thank for that.

Right now, I'd Iike to turn to each of the
menbers and have you all give brief
comments -- brief opening conments -- and,
then, we'll have our first speaker

Don? Would you like to start?

MR. GRAY: Thank you. M nane is

Don Gray and |I'mthe environmental public
i nterest representative on the Task Force.

| nmust say that | amvery pleased that --
to see that today's neeting -- today and
tomorrow s neeting, as a matter of fact -- are
devoted largely to the various aspects of how
we can get nmore effective public participation
in the process of cleaning up and reusing these

bases and -- because | amthe public interest
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representative, that's sonmething that nakes ne

very, very happy and I'm-- I'mglad we're

devoting nost of this neeting to various



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

2

aspects of that subject and | think a | ot of
very valuable information will cone out of it.
| -- | believe that it was the intention of the
Congress when it passed the |egislation
creating the Task Force that it would serve as
a two-way conduit for information between --
not only the Departnent of Defense, but the
various other federal agencies that have sone
responsibilities in the area -- and the people
who are nost directly affected by those
activities and that is the people who |ive
around and work in those bases and who are
attenpting to effectively reuse those bases in
an environmentally sound manner. So, | think
this is kind of a landmark neeting as far as
' m concer ned.
Thank you.

MS. PERRI: Great. Thank you.
Jim would you like to say sonething?

MR, WOOLFORD: Sure. Thank you,
Kar | a.

My nane is JimWbolford. | am here

WORKI NG DRAFT

Page 12

representing the Environmental Protection

Agency. | amthe alternate for this neeting

for TimFields, our Acting Assistant



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Administrator. Timsends his regrets that he
could not make the neeting. But with the
budget rollout in Washi ngton yesterday and
subsequent followons, Tims duties in
Washi ngton took himthere.

| am happy to be back out in the
Bay Area. This area has been probably hit the
hardest by all the rounds of BRAC. But in so
doing, | think there are lots of |essons that
have -- we have |earned out here and | am
| ooking forward to hearing those | essons and
seeing what we can do to pass themon to
others. I'malso -- like Don -- |ooking
forward to the public comment periods and
hearing fromthe public -- because | think that

there is just a lot to be | earned there and

there's -- there's so nuch to be gathered, it's
even -- it sort of boggles the m nd about just
what we' ve been doing -- and -- and, then

finally, we have set up a tribal panel and
think that there are many unique issues with

the tribes that we have been | earni ng about and
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I think it's an area that we've been

neglecting. So, | amlooking forward to that.

I have gotten sonme pre-briefs on it for nmenbers

of the board and for the public and -- and
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think it's going to be very informative for you
all to listen to that.
Thank you.

MS. PERRI: Thank you, Jim
Thomas, would you like to speak?

MR. EDWARDS: Thank you. M nane is
Thomas Edwards and | bring you greetings from
Texas. | have a new boss. Attorney Genera
John Cornyn of Texas just took office on
January the 1st. | had the opportunity to
brief himlast week on the workings of DERTF
and he expressed a great deal of interest in
the subject, not only because we have cl osing
bases in Texas, including one in his honetown
of San Antonio, but also on behalf of the
Nat i onal Associ ation of Attorneys GCeneral

| do appreciate the opportunity to

participate in this nmeeting on behalf of NAAG
t he Nati onal Association of Attorneys General
and the Attorney General of Texas. |'m | ooking

forward to the neeting. It |ooks like a ful
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agenda. |'mlooking forward to the public
comment and | will have a presentation tonorrow

on institutional controls.

Thank you.
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M5. PERRI: COkay. Thank you.
Maj or General Hunter.

GEN. HUNTER: |'m Maj or Cenera
MIton Hunter, the Director of Mlitary
Programs in the Headquarters of the U S. Arny
Corps of Engineers. This is nmy first DERTF
meeting and I'mreally |looking forward to it --
to hear the | evel of public participation in a
very inportant program | think, for the entire
Department of Defense -- and, certainly, the
areas that are affected. | understand that
many of you have traveled from many places to
be here -- to provide that public input and I'm
| ooking forward to it.

Ms. Rivers, who the Corps captured from
the O fice of the Secretary of Defense, is ny
Chi ef of ny Environmental Division and,
certainly, ny alternate. So, Pat, it's good to
have you come with me for this neeting.

| think there's a -- there are a nunber of

items here that are certainly of interest to
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me. In my previous life, | had this region out
here. W called the Corps South Pacific
Division. So, I've worked with a nunber of the
federal and state agencies out here in

California as | have in other parts of the
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country. |I'mlooking forward to today's and
tonorrow s neeting.

Thank you.

MS. PERRI: Thank you.
M. Reinmer?

MR. REIMER: Thank you, Karla. 1|'m
Paul Reimer. | represent the Urban Land
Institute as a nmenmber of this Task Force and
|'ve been the designee fromthe Urban Land
Institute since 1993.

I would certainly say, "Amen," to Jims
comments that the Bay Area where | reside has
had a maxi num hit from base closure -- and that
is, of course, nmuch of the discussion that
we' Il be hearing through this session. But I
am pl eased to make the observation that
progress on the base cleanup and property
conveyance has now resulted in increased
opportunity for private devel opers to bring the

financing as well as community building skills
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to the reuse of our closing military
installations.

The recent effort to allow Fast-Track
property rel ease by neans of the Section 334

Early Transfer Authority offers even nore and
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new tools for the local and state agencies to
use to expedite reuse and economni c recovery.
It's my view that DERTF should be nonitoring
the use of Section 334 very actively and that
it should be considered as an early transfer
means, which is right down the line of the --
of the responsibility of this particul ar

Task Force.

So, |'m hopeful that we'll see additiona
reports and attention paid to the tinely and
successful use of the 334 initiative and we
shoul d be publicizing the good results from
t hat program

MS. PERRI: Thank you.
Steve?

MR, ROGERS: My nane is
Steven Rogers. | amthe alternate
representative fromthe Attorney General and
I"mrepresenting Ms. Reno and ny i mmedi ate

boss, Assistant Attorney General Lois Schiffer
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and |, too, echo the comments here by

M. Wolford and M. Gray in the taking of
public coment and hearing what the |oca
people in this area have to say. This is a
particularly inportant thing for ny boss,

Lois Shiffer, to nake sure that the public has
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an opportunity to be heard and to be responded
to -- and | think we're trying sone new things
at this neeting that, hopefully, will enhance
our ability to do that.

Al so, welcone the -- the other
co-sovereign's panels fromthe states and
tribes to share their views with us. | also
have the sad duty to report to the other DERTF
menbers the untinely passing of
El i zabet h Osenbaugh, who was the Justice
Departnment representative up until two years
ago -- returning to her beloved |Iowa and she
di ed unfortunately on New Year's Day froma

very fast-noving cancer.

But | ooking forward to this neeting and
learning, as | do every tinme, nore about how to
make this process work better

MS. PERRI: Thank you.

St an?
WORKI NG DRAFT
Page 18
MR, PHI LLI PPE: Thank you, Karl a.
My nane is Stan Phillippe. | work for the

California Environnental Protection Agency and
we represent the National Governors
Associ ation at this neeting.

| also welcone you all to the Bay Area
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It's -- | think -- a good setting for a DERTF
meeting gi ven what you' ve heard from the other
panel fol ks about the nunber of cl osing
installations in this area. There are

29 closing bases in California and many of them
are right here in the Bay Area.

San Francisco rolled out sonme beauti ful
weather as it's capable of doing in February
for you. The workl oad here in California and
around the country by state agencies is
tremendous. In California, we have over 4,000
di screte sites that the Services and the states
are addressing at 170 bases in the state,

i ncludi ng those 29 closing bases. There have
been a |l ot of successes that we can point to.
Ri ght here in the Bay Area, there was the first
partial delisting fromthe national priorities
list of a piece of a Navy base at

Hunters Point. W' ve had two early transfers,
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which is a good fraction of the total in the
country, just up the road at nmy honetown in
Sacramento at Mather Air Force Base -- and we
got to | ooking at the DoD web site on successes
in the programand | think one thing that we
pul | ed down off of DoD s web that kind of

summari zes it -- at least for us here in
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California -- is that DoDis pointing to

$485 mllion worth of cost avoidance and
savings in their cleanup programin California
as a result of efforts by state and federa
regulators in -- in conjunction with DoD. So,
it's something that we think we play an

i mportant role in and want to continue to do
that, despite the fact that there have been a

| ot of spotlight recently in -- in the press as
a result of some enforcenent actions that we
had to take here in -- in California -- and we
did that in order to try to nove things al ong
nmore quickly. | don't want to spend the tine
har pi ng about that, but | think we're on the
track to having those things resolved. States
in general want to see that state environmental
requi renents are net and that the cleanups are

safe and all ow for expeditious reuse and we
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think that -- that nmeeting state requirenents
is an inportant part of that.

Anot her issue that the states want to
convey to -- to -- today -- has to do with
the formerly-used defense sites. In
California, there are around 1, 000-plus

formerly-used defense sites -- estimted



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

cleanup price tag in California in the
nei ghborhood of $2 billion is what |'ve seen --
and that sone states have been surveyed as to
how they feel about the progress in FUDs
program and they're concerned that there are
sone sites that are noving through the system
and -- and the FUDS programthat are kind of
| eaving the states in the dust and sites are
bei ng no further actioned sonetines
i nappropriately. Wth respect to BRAC,
of course, the state's primary concern is that
there's adequate continued funding for
cl eanup.

W -- W did alittle table recently just
to |l ook at how things are going in the
San Franci sco Bay Area and nmade a table show ng
the -- the funding to date, the renmi ning cost

to conpl etion, when the last renedy is expected
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to be in place and what the annual budget is
now -- just to kind of get a feel for, "Are we
putting the right anount of nmoney in to get the
job done in the tinme that we hope to get the

j ob done?" And in al nost every case, there's
going to have to be sonme serious accel eration
of the funding curve in the latter years or

we're just not going to get out of here by the
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time that is projected to conmplete the work
So, that's -- that's the pitch fromthe NGA --
is to keep the noney flow ng.

Thank you.

M5. PERRI: Ckay. Thank you.
And Brian?

MR, POLLY: My nane is Brian Polly
and | represent the General Services
Admi nistration. |'mvery happy to be here.
This is nmy tenth DERTF neeting.

A coupl e of quick things: Nunmber one,
I"mvery interested in the partnership that we
have wi th DoD, the Services, EPA and the states
and the attorney generals in working
hand-in-hand to streanine cleanup and also to
accel erate transfer of government property.

think we're working very well towards that
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endeavor -- and, again, | think Stan and sone

of the others here have el aborated on that.
Secondly, I'mvery interested in public

i nvol verent. We learn an awful | ot when we

come up here and talk to the public -- find out

about their concerns and about their issues and

address those.

Thirdly, we're very interested in new
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i deas and technol ogies -- and coming from mny
hone State of Pennsylvania, | can't wait to

hear from them about the voluntary cl eanup

program
And, lastly, | look forward to tonorrow to
hear fromthe Native Anmericans -- because,

again, we do have a mgjor inpact in working
with them across the United States -- and they
have a nunber of things that they want to
present to us and we're here to understand and
work with them towards future endeavors.
Thank you.

MS. PERRI: Thank you.

MR. CHOUDHURY: At this point,
would like to invite M. Sean Randol ph of the
Bay Area Economi c Forumto make sone

i ntroductory wel com ng renmarKks.
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MR, RANDOLPH: Thank you very much
On behal f of the Bay Area Econom ¢ Forum and
the Bay Area community, I'd like to extend a
very warm wel cone to this panel of the Defense
Envi ronmental Restoration Task Force and |I'd
also like to wel cone the ot her speakers and our
ot her guests who will be addressing the pane
over the next two days.

| don't know whether -- before that's
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over, you'll have to adjust this podium
O herwi se, everybody on this side is going to
have a pretty strained neck, | think -- but |
see you have an executive strip of chairs --
that -- that may help it. | was just amazed
seeing your programto see how packed you are
until late at night and not getting the
opportunity to go out and enjoy nuch of
San Francisco. So, | hope sonmehow -- Wel |
we're kind of a late night town -- but you'l
get the chance to enjoy our city a little bit
while you're here -- or if not, conme back soon
What |'Il try to do very briefly is just
set the stage for the nuch nore detail ed
conversations that are going to follow over the

next two days, but the presence of your pane
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here today is particularly significant for us
here in the Bay Area because of the

extraordi nary inpact of base closure in the

Bay Area. The bases closed in the Bay Area
represent the highest concentration of closures
of any netropolitan region in the country.

We' re about 15 percent of all the base cl osures
inthe US. This has resulted in an

approxi nmate revenue lost to the region of about
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a billion dollars annually and conbi ned
mlitary/civilian job | osses of about 45, 000
and that civilian job loss is about 30 percent
of all the jobs lost in the civilian side

nati onwi de t hrough base cl osure.

The 12 major facilities we're talking
about right now that have been cl osed or
transferred in the region are Al aneda Naval Air
Station, Alanmeda Naval Aviation Depot, Hamlton
Arny Airfield, Hunters Point Naval Shipyard,
Mare |sland Naval Shipyard, Mffett Naval Air
Station, Gakland Arnmy Base, Gakl and Nava
Hospital at Oak Knoll, the Qakland Fl eet and
I ndustrial Supply Center, Point Mlate Nava
Supply Center, Presidio Arny Base and

Treasure |sland Naval Station. There are other
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mlitary facilities here that are operational
such as Oni zuka Air Station down in Sunnyval e,
which will be realigned this year in 1999 and
cl osed by the year 2008. There's also -- in
the East Bay -- the Concord Naval Weapons
Station, which was recently downgraded and nade
an annex of the Seal Beach facility -- now

call ed the Naval Weapons Seal Beach

Det achnment -- which is considerably smaller

than it was a few years ago and i s probably
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i mperiled. Also, there's the Coast Cuard
Training Center in Petaluma and the Nava
Facility at Skaggs Island. But as you can see,
the fast mapjority of these facilities are
cl osed.

Now, this pattern represents a geographic
spread throughout the Bay Area, from
San Francisco in the North Bay to the East Bay
to the South Bay. Six counties in all are
affected by the process; Al aneda,
Contra Costa -- which are in the East Bay --
Marin in North Bay, San Francisco, Santa Clara
and Sol ano Counties. Mbdst-affected communities
are Al aneda and Oakl and and Ri chnond,

San Francisco and Vallejo -- and the future of
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these base properties is, therefore, a subject
of truly regional significance for us here in
the Bay Area.

We see this process of conversion as --
not only a challenge, which -- which it
obviously is -- but also an opportunity to
redevelop land in an area that is notoriously
scarce on | and because of our geographica
constraints with the bay and with the

nountai ns -- and an opportunity to convert the
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former bases into socially and comercially
productive uses that will help to accelerate
econom ¢ gromh here. But to achieve that,
however, the bases obviously need to be
accessible to comrercial tenants and they need
to be environnmentally safe. W're particularly
concerned, therefore, that the environmental

cl eanup of the bases proceed in an expedited
fashion and that new closures not occur in the
2001- 2005 period that would divert noney away
fromthe conpletion of the cleanup processes in
al ready-i npacted communities. The federa

gover nnment shoul d, we believe, ensure and
encunber sufficient funds in the federal budget

to conplete the environmental cleanup at al
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currently-affected comuniti es and bases in a
timely manner.

Now, despite the progress in cleanup and
federal expenditures of about $402 nillion
only a third of the bases' total acreage is
environnental ly suitable at this tine for
long-termuse. Thirty-five percent of the
cl eanup funds that have been expended to date
have been spent at the Presidio and at
Moffett Field, which are the two sites that

were transferred to other federal agencies



12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

10

11

rather than to |l ocal conmmunities -- and the
estimated cost of the further cleanup that's
still required is alnost $1.1 billion -- and in
recent years |less than half the projected costs
needed for each year's cleanup has actually
been budgeted, which has resulted in an
extrenely sl ow cl eanup process and, therefore,
a very slow conversion process.

We al so believe as part of that process,
nore generally, that federal |easing and review
procedures need to be streamined to accelerate
and support |local comrmunities' reuse prograns
and that additional neasures, such as perhaps a

federal revolving fund for mlitary base and

WORKI NG DRAFT

Page 28

for structure inprovenents should be considered
as another nmeans to help local communities
upgrade and convert existing infrastructure.
Now, if we |look at this in the context of
the Bay Area, we define the Bay Area as being
the nine counties that border the Bay itself --
and that's Napa, Sonoma and Marin Counties in
the North, Solano, also, to the northeast.
Headed south, we have San Franci sco/ San Mat eo
County on the peninsula, Contra Costa County on

the East Bay, Alaneda County all the way down
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to Santa Clara County in the north, and, in
all, this region has a popul ati on of over 6.5
mllion people. It's the fourth |argest
metropolitan area in the country and a
wor kf orce of more than 3.2 nillion

In recent years, through the -- certainly
since the early 1990s, the Bay Area has enjoyed
extraordinarily strong economic growh -- and
this has been led by our, really, unique high
t echnol ogy sectors, by our -- our know edge and
i ntensive industries, a strong service sector
and by exports -- this really has energed as
the nost dynamic, fastest-growi ng export region

in the country. Qur nmgjor industries include
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conmputers and el ectronics, tel ecomunications,
bi osci ence, environnental technol ogy and

servi ces, banking, financial services, business
services, tourism of course -- we hope you'l
try sone of that -- retail trade

agri-business -- the wine country -- and food
processing -- and there's a real opportunity in
this region, again, where land is very, very
much in short supply to |locate many of these

i ndustries on the bases. W think that

busi ness incubators could | ocate on the bases,

bri ngi ng special benefits to small conpanies in
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t he adj acent comunities.

Ceneral ly speaking, we've identified a | ot
of potential uses on the bases -- such as
conference facilities, shipping and
di stribution for sonme of the water site ones.
There's recreation sites, tourismsites,
potentially, and novie and TV production
residential devel opnent, |ight manufacturing
and industrial uses, R&D, with the priorities
varying with the different |ocal reuse plans --
and we've had sone real successes. They've
been very slow, but real successes.

On Al aneda Point, for exanple, there is
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significant Iight manufacturing and R&D goi ng
on. There's been quite a bit of film ng going
on at these bases. W think that these big
hangars are great locations for film studios.
Lots of TV prograns |ike Nash Bridges, novies
i ke Sphere, \Wat Dreanms May Cone, the

Robin WIllianms' novie -- many of these novies
are now filned here on the bases. At
Ham I ton Field up in Marin County they're
finally building a planned environnmental ly
sust ai nabl e community, which is going to be a

maj or residential location in the region. But
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with all these opportunities, job creation and
t he opportunity associated with the bases has
been uneven -- and for all of our job grow h,
job growth and enploynent in the communities
adj acent to many of these bases is stil

| aggi ng the rest of the region. So, we can't
take our general econom c success in the

Bay Area as necessarily reflecting the
conditions in the conmunities that are | ocated
by the bases. Wile our unenploynent rate
low -- is low overall in the region, nost of
the communiti es near the bases continue to face

significantly higher unenpl oynent |evels.
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Regi onal growth, while it's very
strong -- job growmh -- it's also slow ng.
The | atest data shows a 2.2 percent job growh
through the third quarter of '98 conpared to
3.8 percent in the conparable period of '97.
Now, that's still very good, but we are | ooking
at a continued slow ng of the econony in this
region through '99, at least. Also, our
exports fromthe Bay Area are being very
seriously inpacted by the econonm c problens in
East Asia, because a |l ot of our exports go
there -- nore so than nost regions of the state

or of the country -- and that's further slow ng
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manufacturing in the area. So, we're -- we're
especially concerned for all these reasons
that, despite the fact that the regiona
econony is quite strong, that the conversion
and the econoni c devel opnent at these bases be
expedi ted, and successfully attracting and
retaining these new comercial and residentia
residents is going to depend directly on the
speed and effectiveness with which the cleanup
process occurs.

There's one other issue or opportunity

related to the bases that | would nention --
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that concerns water transit. | know that's not
what you're concerned with directly, but all of
the recent polls and what we experience every
day here in this region indicates that the
nunber one problemthe Bay Area faces is
transportation. Qur -- Qur bridges are
reachi ng permanent gridlock. Qur roadways are
gridlocking. Every forecast is for 200 percent

increase in traffic on the roads over the next

20 years, which neans -- it's -- it's very
difficult to contenplate -- and that affects
our quality of life. It affects our economy.

One of the answers to that problem
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we believe, is water transit -- and ny

organi zation is currently co-nmanagi ng a project
for the state to come up with a conprehensive
plan -- and Paul Reinmer is on the task force
for that -- for devel opnent of a water transit
system -- a high-speed mass transit ferry
system from San Franci sco Bay -- that could be
built over the next 15 to 20 years, but a
project that would get off the ground as early
as the end of this year. W -- W think there
is a unique opportunity for the bases in this

area, because all but one of the bases in the
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area that is -- are closed are | ocated on
bay-front property. W think that |ocating
ferry terminals on these bases can be not only
a huge benefit for the region because of the
waterfront location, the land that is avail able
for devel opnent there, but those term nals can
contribute to the region's energency

prepar edness -- since we know a bi g earthquake
is going to cone here one of these days and
when it does, we don't know what's going to
happen to the roads or the bridges, but we do
know that boats are going to continue to run on
the water. We also think that in addition to

contributing to regional nobility, these
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termnals are going to contribute to

devel opnent on the bases -- that they're going
to lead to the laying in of infrastructure,
linking the bases with the regiona
transportation network on the |and, with buses,
with light rail, with the surrounding
communities and that they're also going to
stinmulate retail and comrerci al devel opnent
around the term nals, because people are going
to want housing close to public transit,

busi nesses are going to be want -- are going to
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want to be close to public transit -- and from
those points, they can nove anywhere in the
region.

So, for all these reasons, we really
regard the forner bases, as | said before, not
only as a challenge -- which for the policy
reasons | nentioned earlier, it is and we're
very concerned about those -- but successfully
managed as a mgj or opportunity for the region
for which the successful and the tinely cl eanup
of the bases is an absolute prerequisite. So,
with that -- just to set the stage -- I'd |ike
to wel cone you all again and say that we | ook

forward to a very productive two days of
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conversati on.
Thank you.

MS. PERRI: Thank you very much. And
before you | eave, | guess, | would ask you to
follow up for the Task Force on a couple
things. You specifically nentioned that you
wanted to nove the property quickly. Wat do
you think we can do to help that? Wat are the
speci fic hol dups at the bases? Please identify
themdirectly and |l et us know what we can do to

nove that al ong.
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Secondly, on this issue of water
transport, give us a little bit nore details
on, you know, who you think we could help
i nvolve for you as a way of nmoving this
property along? | think that would be hel pfu
to us.

MR, RANDOLPH: Absolutely. On both
of those, Linda Perry, who works on the base
i ssues for us right here -- | think it's either
today or tonorrow -- we prepared a paper | ast
fall on streamlining the base conversion
process --

MS. PERRI: Okay.

MR, RANDOLPH. -- that lays out a

nunber of very specific recomendati ons
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regarding stream ining the | easing process to
help the I ocal communities. So, we'll share
that with you --

MS. PERRI: Okay.

MR. RANDOLPH: -- but there are sone
very specific ideas in there.

MS. PERRI: Thank you.

MR, RANDOLPH: Regarding the -- the
water transit, we're just beginning with our

| ocal congressional delegation to explore the
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sources of support fromthe federal governnment
for this project as well as the state
governnment as it gets noving -- and it actually
woul d be very hel pful to us -- I'Il get you al
t he rel evant docunentation on that -- because
we will be looking to get federal support for
putting these terminals on the bases as
stimulus to the devel opnment therein. Any
advi ce or support for that would be very much
appreci at ed.

MS. PERRI: Okay. Because | -- |
thi nk what you're pointing out is rather than
just having us -- our -- our part is really to
make sure the cl eanup happens, but the cl eanup

is only one conponent of noving this property,
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which is really the key goal of BRAC -- and
what we m ght want to think about -- and how we
could i nprove or change things for you in the
Bay Area is how we night package things and put
t oget her a package of federal assistance as
opposed to just focusing on our cleanup issues.

MR. RANDOLPH: Yeah. That woul d be

excellent -- and that's why | nentioned sonme of
these other issues -- because our ultimte
goal, | think, is the same as yours -- which is
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to get these properties converted as quickly
and successfully as possible and we see the
envi ronnental cleanup as a key prerequisite to
any of that nmoving forward, but we're | ooking
beyond that also at the ultimte goal. So, to
the extent that these things can be packaged
together, that's very, very hel pful

MS. PERRI: Okay. And | would like
to respond to one other issue, which is with
t he announcenent of two additional BRAC rounds,
does that nmean we will neglect or reduce
cl eanup at existing sites? And the answer to
that, of course, is no. W are comitted to
cl eaning up the bases that have gone through
the previous rounds. Wth the new rounds, new

and additional nonies will be allocated -- and,
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in fact, the Departnent of Defense has sent
l egislation to the Congress requesting that
they extend funding for BRAC through 2005 to
make sure that we do have the funding there.
So, that's not an issue.

MR. RANDOLPH: Very encouraging to
hear that.

MS. PERRI: Thank you very much.

MR. RANDOLPH: Thank you very much
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MR. CHOUDHURY: Thank you.

The next itemon the agenda i s business
items. The first of which -- being the
adoption of the mnutes for the July 21-23,
1998, Task Force neeting held in Skokie,
[11inois.

Draft minutes were sent to the nembers
around 21 Cctober with comrents due 16
Novenber. | believe the comments that we

recei ved were incorporated into the present set

of draft -- final draft mnutes -- and, now, |
ask the Task Force to act on -- on those
m nut es.

MR. GRAY: | nove the adoption of the

m nut es, Madam Chair

MR. POLLY: Second.
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MS. PERRI: Anyone --

MR. EDWARDS: Madam Chair, | don't
recall exactly what -- the comrents | made | ast
October -- but on Page 10, |'m quoted as
sayi ng, "M . Edwards suggested that
conservati on easenents are used in nany
states.” | don't think | said that. | hope
didn't, because | -- | don't know that.

MS. PERRI: Okay.
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MR, EDWARDS: And, so, | -- | think
that --

MS. PERRI: Would you ask that we
del ete that sentence?

MR. EDWARDS: Well, | would ask that
you check the transcript or --

MS. PERRI: Ckay.

MR. EDWARDS: | think the correct
statement woul d be, "Conservation easenents may
be used in some states.”

MS. PERRI :

MR. EDWARDS: | think that woul d be
correct.

MS5. PERRI: W will doubl e-check and
correct it. But with that minor addition
everyone agrees?

MR. EDWARDS: Yes.
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MS. PERRI: Okay. They're accepted.
Thank you.

MR, CHOUDHURY: Accepted m nutes of
the July, '98, neeting accepted by unani nous
consent .

The second business itemis review of the
action itens of the Task Force. These were --

action itens were posted on the web | ast
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week -- 27 January, | believe. Right now, we
have nine open action items. Essentially, six,
I think, that EPAs has the | ead on and three
that National Association of Attorneys Genera
having the |l ead. There is one action item on
Lead- Based Paint Field Guide. | believe DoD,
now, is |leading a work group to put together
that field guide with participation from EPA,
GSA and HUD -- and if there are no objections
formthe Task Force -- as a bookkeepi ng
measure -- fromnow on, 1'll show DoD as the
| ead on that action item

MS. PERRI: Any objections?

MR. CHOUDHURY: No obj ections?
So ordered.

MS. PERRI: All right.

MR, CHOUDHURY: Eight action itens



18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

are being closed since the last neeting -- four
of them in particular, at this nmeeting -- and
they are -- those four action itens are DoD
Presentation on Land Use Controls, which
believe Ms. Rivers will be talking to you
tomorrow, a public involvenent panel that

M. Gray organi zed, which will be later on

today; Tribal Native Anerican Cl eanup at BRAC
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Bases, which EPA took the lead in putting

toget her; and an information paper by GSA on

their self-certification program

There continue to be ten updated as-needed

action items -- essentially, followon
information -- additional information -- for
this nmeeting. | believe there's two that have

been prepared; one is by EPA on BRAC Indicators
of Progress and the second is a joint DoD/ EPA
paper providing an update on our | ead-based
pai nt activities.
Okay?
MS. PERRI: Fine.
MR, CHOUDHURY: That was provided for
i nformati on.
The third item-- business on -- under
busi ness itens is the inplenentation of DERTF

recommendations. This was a draft product that
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was provided to staff at the | ast DERTF
meeting. It was discussed in our neeting in
Skokie, Illinois, where the DERTF accepted it
as a staff product. There are two nmain areas
t hat the DERTF di scussed; one was rempving --
elimnation of some reference to voluntary

cl eanup prograns and in addition -- of a
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princi pl e on neasuring BRAC cl eanup progress.
The final coordination draft that -- that you
have incorporates those two changes. | would
suggest adoption of this product for two main
purposes. One, as a stand-al one product, which
captures the essence and | essons | earned
regardi ng BRAC cl eanup -- sone of the enduring
principles that the DERTF has seen over the

past four years -- DERTF' s nade 40 -- 50

recomendati ons -- sonewhere in that

nei ghbor hood -- essentially, those seven
principles distill those reconmendations into
seven succinct principles -- and the other main

use | see for this product would be
i ncorporation as an appendix into the '99
Task Force report to Congress.

If there is going to be a | engthy

di scussion by the Task Force on adoption or use
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of this report -- this product -- | would
suggest deferring it until tonorrow when there
is time for open discussion

MS. PERRI: Don?

MR, GRAY: Are you waiting for a
nmotion now or it's just -- | wanted to have a

di scussi on.
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MS. PERRI: You want to have a
di scussi on now? Sure.

MR, CGRAY: Well, | -- 1 just sinply
want to say: | -- | did subnmit sone coments
and the principles were circul ated severa
nont hs ago. Specifically, | had recomended
that two of the reconmendati ons approved by the
Task Force at its last neeting be added to the
principles -- and I don't have in front of ne
what the current draft is and --

MS. PERRI: Shah, do you renenber
what they specifically were?

MR GRAY: -- what the status is, but
I would Iike to know, you know, what we intend
to do about that before we decide what to do
about the principles altogether.

MS. PERRI: Okay. Okay. And, Paul
did you have a conment ?

MR, REIMER: Yes, if | may.
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MS. PERRI: Sure.

MR, REIMER: Shah, | -- you're
referring to a docunent that | think has sone
| ong-term val ue and maybe even nore val uabl e as
the proposal has come forth fromthe

adm nistration to go to two nore rounds of
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closure. M only thought process here is that
if the DERTF can provide a little bit of

val ue -- added value -- in the work already
done by possibly | ooking at the structure of
that -- of what we prepared to date in response
to a question of, "What should be done in
respect to the future of BRAC rounds,"” | think
t he context might have some continuing val ue
even beyond the -- the sunset of the current
BRAC process.

MS. PERRI: Okay. So, would you

recommend that we all |ook at that again and
then defer judgment on it at -- to a later
time?

MR REIMER: No. It's not a
def ernent of judgnent.
MS. PERRI: Okay.
MR. REIMER: It's a matter of how --

because | think the -- the context is val uable.



20

21

22

23

24

25

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

MS. PERRI: Okay.
MR. REIMER: It's only a matter of
how we phrase it in respect to the current
adm nistrative programfor the two nore rounds.
MS. PERRI: Okay. Thonms?

MR. EDWARDS: Madam Chair, | al so
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have sone comments on the final coordination

draft -- and, in general, |I think it's a good

product and nost of it, | think, the -- the

states could endorse. There are a fewitens

that nmay be hot buttons that -- for the states
and not for anybody else. | can go into a
little bit of detail if you like or I can
provi de comments in witing -- whatever the

ri ght procedure is.

MS. PERRI: It's really up to the
Task Force nenbers. |f you want to discuss
this now, we can. |f you would rather provide

sonme additional witten comments and have us

think about it and act on it a bit |ater

that's fine, too. What would you-all like to
do? JinP

MR, WOOLFORD: |1'd actually like to
see -- Don tal ked about adding two additiona
principles. 1'd like to see those added to the

document and then have it circul ated once nore
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for full comment, say, over a two-week tine

frame or sonething quickly -- because | think
the docunent was -- was pretty good and rea
close to final -- and that way that would give

Thomas and attorney generals the chance to get
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their coments in.

MS. PERRI: Okay.

MR, EDWARDS: Perhaps | could just
say in general terns -- | -- | |looked at this
and did not see -- maybe | just nmissed it --

anyt hi ng concerning a consideration of al

costs -- in other words, looking at life cycle
costs -- and since funding is so crucial to --
and -- and particularly the sequenci ng of

funding and the procedures for funding are
crucial to the cleanups, it seens to nme that --
that principle ought to be in there because
it's discussed throughout m nutes and annua
reports and everything el se of the DERTF, but
does not seemto be in here.

Another thing that | think is probably --

MR, CHOUDHURY: |If | can respond to

that? | believe Principle No. 3, which says --
I quote -- "Adequate funding is required to

ensure the successful conpletion of
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envi ronnental cleanup at BRAC installations" --
MR. EDWARDS: But that does not
address |life cycle costs, which is --
MR, GRAY: If | may, one of the

recommendati ons approved by DERTF -- |ast DERTF
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nmeeting had to do with the life cycle costs and

the cost of nonitoring and -- and so on beyond
the -- the cleanup of the -- you know, the
closure or the original cleanup -- and that was

the reason that | suggested that that be added
as an additional principle. It was ny
understandi ng fromny conversation with

M . Choudhury that the concern was not so nuch
what it says -- because the DERTF has al ready
approved it -- but that the other members of
the Task Force had not been consul ted about

i ncluding that in the principles.

MS. PERRI: Okay.

MR. GRAY: So, | hope everybody will
take a -- an opportunity to | ook at those two
recommendati ons we nade at the last -- approved
at the last neeting and see if they agree with
the conclusions as in the principles and if it
answers your concerns.

MR. EDWARDS: Yes -- Yes.

MS. PERRI: Okay.
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MR. EDWARDS: And the other genera
area that | can address in witten comments has
to do with the role of the states -- the state

regul atory agencies in base cl eanups -- and
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can make sone specific comments about that in
writing.

MS. PERRI: Okay. Paul?

MR. REI MER: Can we nmake a nove,
then, to follow Jinm s recomendati on?

MS. PERRI: |f sonebody would |ike
to.

MR. REIMER: | would make that notion
to circulate it for --

MR. WOOLFORD: Second.

M5. PERRI: Mbtion seconded.
Everyone agree?

MR. POLLY: Second.

MR. CHOUDHURY: Coul d that notion be
restated? Because |'mnot sure | captured it.

MS. PERRI: The notion, Shah, is to
t ake another two weeks to | ook at the docunent
to incorporate Don's coments and Thonas'
conments and Jim's comments and to have
everyone | ook at it one nore time before we

vote on it.
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MR, WOOLFORD: Actually, I -- | said
we need to first incorporate the two principles
that Don tal ked about, then circulate it for

two weeks.
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MS. PERRI: Okay. A vote?
(Vote by the DERTF menbers.)
M5. PERRI: Unani nous.
Next itenf
MS. CHOUDHURY: That concl udes
busi ness itens.

The next itemon the agenda is a
presentation entitled, "Bay Area BRAC
Overview - DoD Perspective," by M. Mark Braly
of the Ofice of Econom c Adjustnent. |Is --
M. Braly, if you could step up to the
podi um - -

MR. PHILLIPPE: | think | saw him
earlier.

M5. PERRI: Phyllis went to get him

MR. BRALY: M nane is Mark Braly and
| am a project manager for the Ofice of
Econom ¢ Adjustnent, in the Departnent of
Defense Office of the Secretary.

OEA -- OEA serves -- to give you an idea
of what our role is -- we have really -- what

all this boils dowmn to is kind of two mmj or
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roles. One is to fund the effort of the loca
governnments -- we call themthe Local Reuse

Aut horities -- to organize and to pursue and
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pl an for reuse of the bases that are being
closed -- and the other role that we have is to
be -- you could say an advocate, but probably a
broker or an internediary would be a better

ki nd of description of what we do. It is a
conpl ex process. W try to help the loca
governments get through it. W try to help the
various elenments -- the Services, people who
are involved in BRAC -- to understand what the
probl enms of the comunity are and how
responding to themw Il get us both toward our
goals, which in the end are conmon. W want to

transfer the bases to the | ocal governnents and

others who will be the recipients in order to
avoid -- to cut out -- unnecessary overhead,
infrastructure -- so that we can fund some

hi gher priority elenments of the nation's
defense program In that role of advocate and
broker, we are assisted by the base transition
coordi nators who are assigned to each of the
bases. | have a nunber of bases -- and | have

several here in the Bay Area -- but we -- the
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Base Transition Coordinators are assigned to

each of the bases -- and that was a policy -- a

program of the current administration -- and we
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are both associ ated and work together under the

BCCR, Base Conversion and Comrunity

Rei nvestnent office of -- of the Ofice of the
Secretary.

It might be -- for this group -- usefu
to illustrate that brokering role that we

sonmetinmes do play, nore or |ess,

successfully -- and this one, | don't -- does
concern the -- the reason that we're here
t oday, because we get fromtine to tine -- and

this has happened with increasing frequency --
a request fromour -- the conmunities that we
work with -- for environnental expertise on
their staff who can work with the Base Cl eanup
Team and work with the RAB -- and the reason
for that is that they represent an el enment that

is different in some respects. Reuse of the

base -- econom c devel opnment on the base
often -- not always. Mny of the bases are
devoted to environnental uses -- particularly,

a wildlife refuge would be an exanpl e of
that -- but econoni c devel opnment for many of

these communities, replacenent of the jobs that
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were lost, is a key elenent of what -- of their

programto recover and conpensate thensel ves
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for the loss of the defense presence.

So, we're -- we're asked for -- and their
feeling is, of course, anybody can participate
in the Base Cl eanup Team They're encouraged
to send representatives. Their feeling is, "W
don't have the environnental expertise to
effectively participate in those groups." And,
nor eover -- So, one of the things that's cone
up lately is, "Wuld you fund that kind of
expertise?" And the other thing that has cone
up is, "Whuld you help us understand better the
i mplications of what we call institutiona
control s?" That is when a nethod of
renmedi ation is chosen that involves or is
closely related to the kind of use that will be
al lowed on a particular part of the base or the
supervision that that will get, it inplies --
it has inplications for our reuse plan, it has
implications for the | ocal governnment, if they
are the ones who are going to be enforcing
these institutional controls. So, with that in
m nd, we are studying at the request of --

particularly for the East Bay Area -- a
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proposal to fund a project that would | ook into

those controls. What do they cost? \Whose
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responsibility are they? Where do they fit in
the cl eanup picture?

This has a lot of data on it -- and let's
see if | can get it fully on the screen there.
This will give you -- This will give you an
i dea of -- overall, what -- financially what
t he defense conversion funding has neant for
the Bay Area -- and let ne say, also, in this
colum, you see the nunber of bases -- there
are about a dozen in the four rounds of BRAC --
that have been nmainly closed, but a few
realigned drastically -- and that's out of
29 bases in the State of California. So,
arguably, the State of California is the
hardest hit state in terms of BRAC and defense
closure. And, arguably, the Bay Area is one of
t he hardest hit urban areas -- maybe the
hardest hit. And OEA has -- or the Departnent
of Defense has tried to help with this kind of
funding to the Local Reuse Authorities for
their staffing, their reuse organization --
their LRA -- and planning for the reuse of the
bases. Now, you can see that in the

East Bay -- this is the East Bay Conversion and
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approach to reuse in the Al aneda, NAS --

and -- and -- Depot -- and OCakland Mlitary
Conpl ex, which has two conponents; Cakland Arny
Base -- actually, three -- Gakland Fi sk and

OGak Knoll Naval Hospital -- have been major

reci pients of the funding which cones to over
$21 nmillion to date.

We don't normally get into inplenentation
of the econom c devel opment el ements of a plan
but there is a defense conversion fund that is
admi ni stered by the Econom ¢ Devel opnent
Admi nistration, EDA, in the Departnent of
Commerce. Their mgjor funding -- as you can
see, also, Alaneda and Mare Island -- two of
the biggest closures in the East Bay. So far
it's less than half of what we have been able
to contribute to the reuse efforts of the
conmunities, but with nore to cone -- because
many of the comrunities are just now at the
stage of actually inplenmenting their reuse
pl ans.

I think that, probably, my funding
i nformati on for the Departnent of Labor is not

conplete -- $8 nmillion to Mare Island. | think



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

t here has been npbre. But that concerns,
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of course, retraining and assistance to the
wor kers who are di splaced by the base
cl osures.

And, finally, the State of California has
had a matching grant programto assist the
| ocal governments with their |ocal managenent
to generally 25 percent of the federa
grants -- and the grand total conmes to about
43 million that we'll put into reuse efforts.
You can see that it is dwarfed by the DoD
expenditure that is being required for cleanup
of the bases. Don't hold ne too strictly to
these nunbers. They do come from the Defense
Envi ronnment al Response Program reports, but
sone of the nunbers nmay be obsolete. For

the -- For the Bay Area, it |ooks like the

estimte has been -- 1.1 billion will be
needed -- and what has been spent so far --
413 million -- will give you an idea of where

we are. We're dealing with 15 -- over 15, 000
acres. Most of the bases are already closed.

A few of them-- A couple of them really,
remain to be closed. COakland Army Base will be
cl osing Cctober, '99, and Onizuka Air Station

in 2001. Incidentally, this was -- in trying
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to enter this date here, | discovered -- |
encountered the Y2K bug for the first tinme. |
mention that because you'll probably want to
check your spreadsheets. So, that was a little
scary.

Let me go -- Let's see. I'mmnmissing a
slide here. | hope | got up here with all ny

slides. Let nme go back to nmy spot there and

see if | can locate that slide. Indeed. Here
it is.

This, again, is a very busy chart -- but |
think it will give you an idea of the
magni tude -- economically, at least -- as the

ot her slide gave you an idea of the magnitude
of the cleanup effort that is required -- the
magni t ude of the econom c inpact on the
Bay Area. In all four BRAC rounds, there have
been base closures in the Bay Area. Sone of
t hem have been in progress for quite sone
time. Wth the total inpact of the
civilians -- jobs lost -- was al nbst 21, 000.
Where are we in terns of replacing those
jobs? Only -- at this point about 6,400 jobs
have been replaced of those lost. But as |

say -- as | say, the reuse efforts are just now
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getting into swing. Some of the bases that are
doing particularly well perhaps -- and
certainly one of themwould be Mffett and --
but that, of course, is because NASA took over
that base -- but the local efforts -- the |oca
comunities that are showi ng trenmendous i npact
with their -- with their reuse efforts -- and
particularly in terns of getting people to cone
in and use the facilities, the buildings and

t he equi pnent that -- that was there and -- and
is left by the Service -- in ways that we never
t hought woul d be possible are Al aneda --

Mar e | sl and.

Al areda | ost a total of 4,700 jobs and is
up to 1,000 now. Mich of that base will not be
devoted to econoni c devel opnment and nost of the
econoni ¢ devel opnent is still to cone. About a
third of the base will be a wildlife refuge --
and | think you'll find -- you'll find a
characteristic throughout the reuse plans --
which | tried to summarize just very briefly in
this colum here -- that they're a great
m xture of conversion activities and econonic
devel opnent. But Al ameda for one was able to

meke use of the many facilities and the



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

WORKI NG DRAFT

Page 58

equi pnment they had to bring a nunber of tenants
onto the base at a very early stage -- and they
have, for exanple, becone a center for film
production. They have two incubators, which
are focusing on high technology, that are in
full operation there.

Mare |Island is sonewhat behind, but al nost
all of these -- behind that -- but has -- but
has made great effort -- but alnost all of
these reuse prograns do focus on job creation
and housing -- and, of course, by law, all of
them have to have a honel ess assi stance
el enent. COakland Arny Base -- which is one of
nmy bases -- particularly has an extensive -- in
fact, all of the East Bay bases have an
ext ensi ve honel ess assi stance program which
uses facilities on the base and resources made
available to themby their entitlenment for a
conti nuum of services to the honel ess that
stress job training.

That, | hope, gives you an idea of OEA' s
role and our -- and overview of the inpact of
t he BRAC base cl osures on the Bay Area and the
response that the |ocal communities working

with DoD and the Services have been able to --
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to launch. It's -- W're at an early stage,
but we're far enough along that it |ooks like
this will not be the disaster that nost of the

communities thought it would be and these

bases -- these -- this acreage -- this 15 --
over 15,000 -- will be returned to the
comunity, we hope, with -- with dividends
and -- in the early part of the next century.

MS. PERRI: Thanks.
MR. BRALY: Are there any questions?
MS. PERRI: The Defense Task Force
wi || address you at the podium That would be
hel pful to us.
Don, do you have any questions for
M. Braly?
MR. GRAY: No questions.
MS. PERRI: Jin?
MR, WOOLFORD: Yes, | do. Thank you,
Madam Chai r
The question | have is actually on the
chart that's up on the -- the -- the BRAC
overview that tal ks about civilian jobs |ost --
and it's just a point of clarification for
me -- 20,500-plus jobs. Was that the jobs that

were | ost when the bases were cl osed?

WORKI NG DRAFT
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For exanple, were there -- when the Presidio
cl osed, were there 31,500 civilian jobs or --

MR, BRALY: No.

MR. WOOLFORD: -- is that their
maxi mum nunber of jobs they had?

MR. BRALY: That was the nunber of
jobs at the tinme BRAC designated the base for
closure. All of the bases began downsi zing --

MR, WOOLFORD: Ri ght.

MR, BRALY: ~-- if they had not
al ready been.

MR. CHOUDHURY: | have an
adm nistrative remark here: For the
conveni ence of both the stenographer and for
people in the audience, if | can request the
use of m crophones in asking questions or
respondi ng to questions. Thank you.

MS. PERRI: Don, go ahead.

MR, GRAY: I'msorry. | -- | did
have a question that | -- | notice -- you gave
a reference, 21,000 jobs Iost and only 6,400
have been replaced. | assunme you're talking
about pernmanent replacenents, but has there
been any increase in enploynment as a result of

t he ongoi ng cl eanup activities to offset those
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j ob | osses?

MR. BRALY: | -- this is -- these are
jobs created on the base. | think that we
woul d not have counted on those jobs -- cleanup
crews and contractors -- that -- those -- those
woul d be consi dered off the base -- although --

of course, under the contract, they'd be
wor ki ng on the base. So, the answer would be,
no, they don't include that.

MR, GRAY: But they would still nake
some significant contribution --

MR. BRALY: They -- They woul d have
an inpact. These are jobs on the base that
woul dn't include the -- the reverberation in
ot her parts of the econony or that -- or that
particul ar thing would be cleanup activity
that's generally --

MR, GRAY: Thank you.

MS. PERRI: Okay. Thonms?

MR, EDWARDS: Yes. | have a question
about your comments about the inplications of
institutional controls. | think you said that
there was a proposal to a fund project -- a
study -- of institutional controls in the

East Bay area. |'d be interested in follow ng
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up on that -- getting any details of the study
that's going to be done and the results of that
study -- and | think tonorrow Brian Hermbacher
fromthe California Attorney General's Ofice
is going to be here discussing that topic --
and | don't -- | don't know if | can speak for
him-- but | suspect he would be interested in
those results, as well

MR. BRALY: Yeah. 1'd be happy to do
that. We do convene a group of stakeholders --
and simlar to the stakehol ders who would be on
the Base Cl eanup Team -- Stan Phillippe from

the State of California is wanting to discuss

the scope of work and we will be circul ating
that -- and -- and, of course, the results of
the study, as well. So, yes, we'd be happy to
do that.

MR. EDWARDS: Thank you.
MS. PERRI: Okay. Paul? Anything?
MR, REI MER: Yes. Mark, your

presentation made it very clear that the

cl eanup -- expenditure and cleanup funds is not
all out for along -- here in the Bay Area --
obviously, the difference between the billion

and one and the 400, 000 that was on your
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chart -- and at the sanme tinme, the OEA funding
that has been comitted to the bases,
generally, has a |life expectancy of --
what -- three to four years?

MR. BRALY: That's right. W do
phase out that funding.

MR, REIMER: And if you look at the
BRAC categories, eight of the twelve bases
are -- are pre -- BRACIIIl or earlier. So, are
we at a situation where the OEA support for the
LRAs at the various bases is on a down cycle --
and very markedly down -- at the sane tine,
the ability to have transferred mgj or anounts

of land is, essentially, held up by the absence

of the funding of the -- of the cleanup
process. So, | guess if | were to see an idea
here -- or express an idea in respect to what
you' ve shown us -- is it -- you probably have
CEA fundi ng running out, you still have a |ong

way to go in ternms of governnment progranm ng
and cleanup -- and | wonder if you have any way
to tell us whether COEA has any programto begin
to bridge that gap.

MR, BRALY: Well, the answer to your

gquestion is, yes, we are phasing out -- | don't
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know that | would agree that the
expenditures -- | wouldn't agree or disagree
that the expenditures are very lowrelative to
what the total expenditures would be in terns
of where we are. It may be that it -- in terns
of the planning and investigation that had to
occur, that we're -- we're fairly well into
it. But it is certainly true that OEA funding
i s phasing out |long before the bases will be
clean and transferred by deed.

However, as you probably know, there is an
early transfer possibility for the bases to --
to |l ocal governnments that is getting increasing

attention and has, in fact, been used by two or

three other bases in California. | think it
will be used nmore. We are studying the
possibility of extending -- in sone

situations -- OEA funding. We're sort of

doing a -- a look at all of OEA activities and
policies in this -- or near the end of the
first rounds of BRAC -- where -- before the
next rounds of BRAC, if they're approved by
Congress. So, we are |ooking at the
possibility of individual circunstances and how

they may affect our decision about funding for
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that |ocal reuse authority.

But, also, the other -- the thing that we
have found was that the npbst aggressive and
creative bases have been able to generate

revenue by interimuses of the facilities on

the base. | was recently involved in -- in --
wor king on a video for -- about reuse on
cl osi ng bases throughout the country -- and

was really amazed with sone of the bases --

Al aneda woul d be one of them-- Mare Island
woul d be one of them-- to -- the things
they' ve been able to get going and generate
revenues for thenselves -- even rural areas,
like Castle Air Force Base near Merced -- that
can support their operations. So, we take that
into account, too. So, | -- | hope that's an

adequate answer to your question.

MR, REIMER: Well, if | my, then,
woul d you advi se this Task Force -- can we be
of any assistance in your review of that -- by
maki ng an i nposition that would provide a -- or

suggest |inkage between the amount of |and
avail able for transfer and the relative
availability of -- continuation of CEA funds?

MR, BRALY: We would be glad to have
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your input on that. The variables that we
shoul d take into account are the things that
we're | ooking at right now All the bases are
different in size, in their -- their |ocation,
their econom c prospects. So, we would, yes,
like very much to have that and encourage you.

MR, REI MER: Thank you.

MS. PERRI: Steve, do you have any
guestions?

MR. POLLY: One quick one, Mark,
I -- if we could -- this is one thing
couldn't find on the Internet -- could we get

copi es of your presentation?

MR. BRALY: You bet. | didn't nake
copies, but I'lIl |eave copies.
MS. PERRI: We'll -- We'll put it

out --

MR. POLLY: Geat. That's all |
ask. Thank you.

M5. PERRI: | -- | do have a question
now t hat we've tal ked about this. What is CEA
doing -- not just for the Bay Area -- but for
other areas to really help themattract
devel opnent? They include -- you know, one

part of the process that doesn't have to inpede
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devel opnent and/or transfer. How aggressive is
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your office in this area?

MR, BRALY: Well, we've done sone
things in that area and naybe one of the things
we should | ook at is doing nore. But,
for exanmple, we do fund marketing strategies as
an el enment of the reuse plan. W don't fund
actual marketing. EDA will do that in sone
circunstances, but we do fund a nmarketing
strategy. W did, also, fund -- for the
State of California a -- an association -- the
state plus all of the communities that have had
bases closing -- that was a marketing
associ ati on and that had an el ement of
mar ket i ng overseas and within the
United States -- used the Internet, had an
advertising canpaign -- | think it was called
the Great California Land Rush -- sonething --
Land Grab -- sonething like that -- and -- and
it's been effective and it's hel ped.

MS. PERRI: Okay. Because | think
what you're pointing to is sort of what | was
alluding to in nmy earlier statenent, which is
that -- | think it's time for DoD to | ook at

working with the other federal agencies that
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have not traditionally been part of this
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Task Force or this conversation -- which is,
"What can the Departnent of Transportation do
to help expedite things? Wat can EDA do and
how can we tap in, naybe, to some other federa
resources that would help expedite the transfer
of | and?"

MR, BRALY: You know, this process
is -- is still rather new, but we've been at it
| ong enough to know that there is sone
di scontinuities between CEA fundi ng and EDA
funding. EDA funding is not adequate. These
are resources that are -- are valuable. They
will yield revenues at sone point and perhaps
we shoul d be tal king about a | oan fund -- sone
of the cities have proposed that -- that they
could draw on and then pay back as the revenues
conme back in, so that the timng here -- the
cl eanup, the market circunstances, the
availability of funding -- it could fit
toget her better than they do.

MS. PERRI: Okay. Thank you very
nmuch.

MR. WOOLFORD: Karla, | had a

foll owup question that occurred to me -- and
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that is, you tal ked about institutiona

controls as one environmental issue --
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envi ronnental cleanup issue -- and how t hat
i npacts the reuse options -- and, then, you
mentioned that a ot -- sone bases are using
some interimuses and they're generating
revenue. Have you seen any -- or -- or -- what
do you see as the interplay between the
environnental issues and the econonic
devel opnent issues? Because that is, | think,
what is of npbst concern to us on the
Task Force.

MR, BRALY: Well, | think --
yeah -- you know, any of the -- the loca
reuse authorities would be better able to
comment on this than | am-- because they're
really facing it, but | know that Al ameda cane
to us at one point saying -- you know, "They're
tal ki ng about dealing with the toxic sludge at
the bottom of the seaplane | aguna" -- which is

on their base -- "or, basically, leaving it
intact."” They have rules that you can't drop
anchor there, you can't enter with a boat above

a certain size -- and, basically, it was a

kayak, | think -- and -- so, | don't know the
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status of that -- but they were concerned about

it at the tinme. Well, the reuse plan called
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for high-end condom ni um devel opment and t hat

that would be a yacht marina -- a marina. So,
there, | think, was one of the better exanples
of -- you know, that institutional control that

was bei ng considered wasn't conpatible with
what the conmmunity had in mind and it happens
in many instances. |If it's an industrial use,
it's one |l evel of cleanup. But maybe the
comunity reuse plan and anal ysis of the market
suggested another use there. So, it's -- there

are many people here better qualified to

comment on -- on the real issues there than
am but it's -- it's -- the communities are
feeling -- that was the point | made -- at

| east that part of the conmunity that's
concerned with econom c devel opnent -- that --
that they're not really at the table when the

deci sions are nade about the renedi ati on

efforts.

MR. WOOLFORD: Is the -- Wll, is
that not devel opnent driving -- or reuse
driving the -- the cleanups in what's being
required for cleanups -- or -- or is it the
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environnental conditions that are really

driving the econom c devel opnent and reuse?

Which is the tail here wagging the dog?
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MR. BRALY: | think -- yeah -- ny
inpression is that it's a bit of both -- that
sonme of the -- the -- and when the

envi ronnental inpact statenent is done, it is

based on -- at |east a conceptual reuse plan --
what the land uses will be and that -- that
is -- as | understand it, is also taken into

account when the renmedi ation plan is made.

On the other side of it, the

conmunities -- in terms of reuse -- they |ook
at what the current uses are and | -- you know,
there are conflicts and -- you know, they can

be resol ved either by the Departnent of Defense
spending a lot of noney -- or institutiona
controls, which may cost a little -- or even
effect the reuse plans.

MS. PERRI: Okay. Thank you very
much -- Oh, you --

MR, POLLY: One thing | want to add,
too -- | think you' ve got a great idea as far
as | ooking at sone of the other agencies that

can have an inpact in hel ping DoD and the rest
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of us nove this property quicker -- and what |
want to recommend as a nodel is -- TimFields

and Linda Brezynski (phonetic) have done an
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excel l ent job getting together a nunber of the
agencies at the assistant secretary level to

| ook at -- not only Brownfields -- but now
they're starting to | ook at Superfund. So,
woul d reconmend that if you could -- your

staff -- have a discussion with the two of them
to kind of get an idea on what they've done
over the last year -- and | think that my be a
means to get EPA and | abor and sone of the
others at the table.

M5. PERRI: Right. W're -- W're

part of that discussion already -- and -- and
I think what we'll hear tonmorrow from

Deni se Chanberlain is -- is the reason -- or
one of the things they're |ooking at -- as |
said, in our Pennsylvania cleanups -- is that

team effort and how we work with the state and
with federal agencies.

MR. BRALY: | think there's a lot to
be done there and I -- but |I'm encouraged that
peopl e are aware of the issue.

MS. PERRI: Okay. Thank you so much
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MR. BRALY: Thank you.

MR. CHOUDHURY: Thank you. Before we

turn to the next presentation, a few

adm nistrative remarks. One, it would really
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hel p everyone if questions were -- and -- and
di scussion -- mkes were used for questions and
di scussion is what I'mtrying to spit out --
and that only one person speak at a tine.

Just so that people are aware, the
presentati ons and papers that we received as of
| ast week were all posted on the web and that
is where they're available for reference.

We'Il have this web address posted in the next
room but that address is
www. dtic. ml/envirodod/ brac/dertf.hdm .

MS. PERRI: And following is a handy
card.

MR, CHOUDHURY: And |'m not going to
repeat that because it will be witten in the
next room

The presentations that we had not
received -- what we'd ask the presenters to do
is bring copies for the Task Force nenmbers and
for handouts. So, we are depending on the

goodness of those speakers -- and as extra
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copi es of handouts are available -- as

presenters cone up and provide those to ne --

those extra copies will be put on the handout

table to my left -- against the left wall over
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there. W do not have the capability to nmake
copies on site. After the DERTF neeting as
presentations are nmade available, they will be
posted on the site at that address that |
provi ded earlier.

The next presentation is an environnenta
perspective on the Bay Area and is given by
M. Dan Opal ski of EPA' s Region 9.

MR, OPALSKI: While we're getting set

up here -- just kind of make a comment -- | --
Bay Area perspective -- as my Navy counterparts
know all too well, we actually are fairly --

majorly affected on at |east four nmjor bases
just right here within Region 9 on the west
coast -- but I'lIl stick to the -- the |oca
ones.

First, I'd like to talk alittle bit --
for people who aren't familiar or involved with
Region 9 -- just very quickly -- | am
Chi ef of the Federal Facilities Cleanup Branch

in EPA Region 9, which is within our Superfund

WORKI NG DRAFT

Page 75

division. | have a staff of about 50 folks
whose nission is to oversee and to help
facilitate and expedite the cl eanup of about
50 facilities here in the region -- that

includes a long list of BRAC sites. This slide
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is not busy just because of the size of the
fund.

We have -- dependi ng on how you count
them -- either 31 or 35 BRAC bases. Sone of
the -- Sone of the facilities are in multiple
locations -- or installations at nmultiple
physi cal |ocations. For instance, the -- the
one at Lonpoc obviously -- actually has three
different facilities that nake it up -- from
East Fort Baker, which is right on the north
side of the Golden Gate here to Rio Vista,
which is on the Sacranento Delta all the way
down to the Lonpoc facility itself, which is
down near Santa Barbara. So, that's why the
count is a little bit different depending on
how you Il ook at it. It includes 12 NPL bases.
Just for your reference, we have an additiona
18 federal facilities in the region that are on
the National Priorities List, but are either

open mlitary installations, DoD facilities or
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NASA facilities.
So, let ne talk a little bit, then -- nore
focusing here -- on the Bay Area. |If you | ook

at kind of the mddle segnment on this

overhead -- starting with the word "Ham | ton"
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and going down to where it says "Fort Od Arny
Base" -- those are the facilities that I am

going to be focusing on for the nost part --

and the rest of ny remarks -- but just by
| ooking at the -- the figure, what you can see
there is we have a -- you know, roughly a third

of the facilities in a pretty small radius here
around the Bay Area that's been affected by the
base cl osure process. | think my count was
14 different physical |ocations and that
i ncludes three National Priorities List sites.
So, how are we doing? Well, | think the
metric that nost of us use at sone point al ong
the line is where we're -- how we' re doi ng on
transfer -- and let ne just give a -- sort of a
qualifier -- sort of a caveat -- | don't
necessarily nmean this -- this overhead to be
conprehensive. In fact, one of the issues that
I have with the processes that we actually -- |

don't think collectively have gotten real good
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at our data transferring -- information
sharing -- so that we can all actually be
off -- all talking off the same sheet with

respect to the status of the facilities --
where they are, what's com ng up and so forth.

However, | did want to illustrate that
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there's been a |l ot of good work that's already

been going on with respect to transfer -- a | ot
of stuff that we see imrminent -- as you can see
on the bottom half of the overhead -- and

al so want to point out that this doesn't even
take into account a lot of the other reuse

activities that may be ongoi ng through | eases

and -- and so forth. The fed-to-fed portion is
a -- is a big chunk of -- of transfer in this
region -- and this doesn't include a big

fed-to-fed transfer that al so happened down at

Fort Ord. So, that's the -- the transfer
side -- and | think it's a -- it's a good story
overall -- which is not to say we don't have

our rough points.

But if you | ook at the next overhead --

what | -- what | want to, also, point out at
the sane tinme is -- and, again, this
representative -- not neant to be

WORKI NG DRAFT

Page 78

conprehensive -- but if we |look at a nunber of
the Navy BRAC bases here in the -- the

region -- and this includes -- and in the

Bay Area -- this includes both NPL and non- NPL
sites -- we're still all over the place in

terms of where we are in the actual cleanup
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process. So, even though there's a | ot of good
reuse going on and there's a lot of transfer

t hat has happened -- on sone of those parcels,
there may be a reuse that can go on while the

| RFS continues or whatever -- but there's stil
a fair amount of work to do to get us through

to the end of the process. There are a |ot of

reasons for that -- and | think a |ot of people
have theories -- so, I'mgoing to present one
of those today from ny perspective on -- a

couple of the reasons that | think are driving
t hat .

You can go to the next overhead. So, what
I'"'mgoing to talk about here is what | have

coined as, "The Plight of the BRAC Cl eanup

Team" M -- M suggestion here is -- is,
really, that we had to start from-- from what
we all, | think, readily acknow edge -- the
base -- the BRAC cleanup teans have a really
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tough job. | think we all understand there's a
| ot of stakehol ders involved. You're
overlaying years and years and years of use of
property that can lead to all different kinds
of contam nant mixes that nake it just a |ot
nore difficult to deal with than a

straightforward site that m ght have just one
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cont am nant or contam nant type

I think -- I'"mready to acknow edge t hat
all nenbers of the teans -- at least in genera
on the sites -- are also hard at putting forth

a very high level of effort. Everybody is
trying really hard, at least, to do sonething
Everybody is working hard. But that also neans
there's not nuch roomfor themto take on nuch
el se or to readily accept change necessarily --
yet, at the same tine -- as this is where I'm
going to go with nmuch of the rest of ny
remarks -- | think we've been asking the
cl eanup teans to bear sone additional unfair
burdens that go beyond those things that | -- |
think we can reasonably expect themto take
on.

So, the three things that 1'mgoing to --

I"'mgoing to focus on in the next -- the next
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overhead are -- are those areas that | think
are really unfair burdens placed upon the BRAC
cleanup teans -- and | put themin the
categories of accountability for reuse

deci sions, the need to neet what seemto be
increasingly arbitrary time |ines and budget

ceilings and, then, fallout from DSMOA or -- or
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machi nati ons over the last couple of years.
Next overhead, please. So, let ne focus
on the reuse and pl anning process for a
mnute. | think increasing timng is an issue
with respect to reuse. On the one hand, |
t hi nk everybody on the cleanup teams is on
board to | ook at reuse as one of the rea
drivers for getting -- for having work nove
ahead -- for prioritizing their time for
environnental reviews and so forth.
Unfortunately, what's -- | think is, also, then
happening is that there are -- we're still not
to the point often where we've got enough
i nformati on about the reuse. W don't have
kind of an optimal |evel of information so that
the cl eanup teans can actually nove forward
expeditiously with the environnental review

wor k. Somewhere along the line, we're asked to
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i ncorporate a set of assunptions that -- that
sonebody doesn't feel confortable with and it
turns into, essentially, a -- a -- not very
constructive conversation anong the BCT
menbers. You know, ideas have been -- for

i nstance, about trying to dovetail the renedies
with a nore concrete sort of reuse end point.

Well, if we're not there yet, then what is our
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driver anynore? Wy should we be pushing the
teans to cone up with a decision or a
recommendati on based upon a nunber of

hypot heses when if we -- if we were to wait a
little bit longer for the reuse process to play
itself out nore to conpletion, maybe we'd have
the information that everybody could nove
forward with nore -- nore readily?

The second point is that -- | think the
reuse pl anning process itself is something that
probably needs sone attention. | don't have
speci fic recommendations along this line --
except -- except to speak from experience --
that | think that it's not -- it's not rare for
RABs and RAB nenbers to | ook toward the BCT,
essentially, alnobst to be an appeal -- an

appeal board -- because their reuse process --
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which -- in which they felt they didn't have a
voice, they didn't get a chance to participate
in a nmeaningful way -- and felt |ike, you know,
the financial novers and shakers and the

devel opnent comrunity in a particular locality
were really driving this thing and not really
meani ngful ly taking into account the |oca

community concerns in the given nei ghborhood or
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in a given area. And, so, then, the BCTs are
asked to kind of take another | ook at these

t hi ngs when, in fact, the decision's been made,

it's not theirs to take -- really, take another
| ook at -- unless they have environnenta
conditions, | think, that -- that warrant

anot her | ook.
And, so, what it cones down to, | think --

and here I'mgoing to focus on the perspective

fromthe regul atory agency nenbers -- is that

they don't -- the next thing that happens is --
and |'ve heard remarks to this effect -- where
sonmeone has questioned, "Well, why is" -- "Wy

are we now cleaning up this formerly industria

area of this base to a residential |evel?"

MS. PERRI: "Why are you," or
"\N]y" I
WORKI NG DRAFT
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MR, OPALSKI: Wiy -- Wiy -- The
guestion's been, "Wy are we? Wy" -- "Way" --

"Why is it that now we're going to go and

clean this thing" -- and it was always -- for
three decades it's been nonresidential. It's
been an industrial setting and now the reuse is
residential. "Why are we cleaning that up?"
think it's a valid question and it needs to be

expl ored during the reuse and planni ng process
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and we need to |l ook at it, but once that
determ nation is made, that should not be a

di scussion that the cleanup teamis having

anynore. |In other words, they're being asked
to -- it seens in our discussions with ny -- ny
team menmbers -- is they're kind of being what

| -- we're easier to blane for our reuse
determ nation -- our reuse decision -- which
isn't fair.

VWhat they're trying to do is execute now.
They' ve been given the reuse -- W've all had
the paradigmset up for us as to the reuse
process. You identified the reasonably
expected future land uses -- that's what you go
with and that's what you design your -- design

your renedial options and cone up with your
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recommendati ons and cl eanup sol uti ons based
upon.

If we need to go back and | ook at the
pl anni ng process -- that's not the role of the
cl eanup team per se, and we shouldn't be
expecting themto get -- to get bogged down in
it. 1In fact -- and that's what is happening.
They get bogged down in that because they're

asked to | ook at something that really is not
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intheir -- in their purviewto take another
ook at. Again, with the exception that there
truly are environnental conditions which say,
"Wait a mnute. W' ve got to | ook at what"

“"if this is workable,"” then we -- | think we
have to dial that back into the process.

Next overhead, please. So, the next item
I want to talk about a little bit is tinme line
and budget ceilings. The first thing -- | want
to acknow edge that -- the -- the first point
there. Schedul es and budgets are absolutely a
real driver in any program W' ve got to
figure out how to use these tools effectively
to make the program work. W have a | ot of

peopl e who are | ooking for us to deliver in a

timely manner without breaking the bank. But
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what |'mtal king about here is this -- this --
sort of getting out of skew -- where | think
we've got nore comng in a top-down fashion --
giving arbitrary time |ines, giving a budget
which -- a budget direction down here to --
say, for instance, here to the EFA in

San Bruno -- "You've got to cut $50 nmillion
We don't care where you find it, but we know
it's there so go cut it." The result is --

|'ve got cleanup team nmenbers who have
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bona fide issues that they -- that they

think -- that need to be addressed -- |ike we
need nore data collection, maybe just a nore
careful and thorough analysis of the existing
data -- but what happens is, instead, it's

| ooked at just as an inpediment to neeting
these artificial tinme Iine and -- and budget

goal s that have been establi shed sonmewhere by

sonmebody who doesn't really know the day-to-day

workings at a site. So, as a result, the team
agai n, gets w apped around this issue of,
"Well, is there a way you can just make this
i ssue go away? Because nmy higher-ups are
telling me that | have to find noney to save

somewhere,” as opposed to saying, "Ckay.
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What's the issue that we're trying to dea

wi th? What anal yses have been done? Can we
get together and | ook at those things and
figure out if we really have an environmenta
problemor not?" And as a result, we don't

have techni cal discussions about the

environnmental issues. |t becones an issue
about a budget and that's not -- again, that's
not -- tone -- to nmy mnd, where the cl eanup

teans ought to be spending their tine.
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The |l ast of the three points that | --
that | highlighted is everybody's favorite --
t he DSMOA machi nations. Now, | want to qualify
this again. This has not been an issue that we
have taken up here, certainly, in the region
and that has been by choice. CQur perspective
was -- we had the State of California, which
has its own -- its own sovereignty within the
state and issues to -- to have addressed
related to that and we felt like -- you know,
they're -- they're adults, they can figure out
how to deal with DoD. On the other hand,
there's a point here where | felt like it
crossed the line where it's having an inmpact on

the -- on the progress that we're having and
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since DoD is investing resources also in EPA
and we're trying to get a job done with all of
you -- when we see that -- that running into
probl enms, then that's where | feel like I've
ki nd of got to wave ny hands and say sonet hi ng
about the wag here. So, the -- the two things
I want to nmake sure -- if it's not crysta
clear to everybody al ready from other neetings
you' ve been in in whatever context -- is

whet her it comes up in a neeting or not, al

the stuff that's been going on with the DSMOA
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or -- about the last two years -- has been
casting a pall on relationships at the
site-specific level. Wether it's explicit or
it's under the table, it's an issue and it's a
problem It draws the focus away from what
we're really trying to do -- both in those
nmeetings and in the fact that | know that we go
t hrough nunerous iterations on the state |eve
where the state RPMisn't avail able to have a
di scussion with ny team nenber -- because

have to go back and rewrite their cooperative
agreenent application one nore time. That's
not what, | think, we're trying to get done on

the sites.
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The last point | want to say -- and it's

one that's not witten up here -- and | hope
nobody takes this in the -- in the wong way --

but I sat in on a lot of neetings as the new

cooperative -- not so new -- cooperative
agreenent process was set up now -- a year,
year and a half ago -- and heard a | ot of

commit ments made about the way the process
woul d go. Just so that you know the kinds of
statenents that were nmade in neetings -- and

they were neetings putting up with -- neetings



12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

10

11

12

| was sitting in with Stan here -- where
representatives fromeach of the Services gave

the assurance that if you build up creditable

budgets, we will sign the check. There wll
not be review at the secretarial level -- i.e.,
in the Services -- it's going to be built up
fromthe base level. |f you guys reach

consensus, that's what we're going to agree
to. What | -- | haven't |ooked at the numbers
and I'mnot taking kind of sides on who's --

who's right about it, who got enough noney or

whatever -- what |'m focusing on here as
anot her nmenber of the federal fanmly -- and
that's how | like to take -- is it feels like

WORKI NG DRAFT

Page 89

we' ve done -- we've worked in bad faith with
the State of California as the federal
governnment and that troubles nme -- and | think
that it's -- trickles down to the -- to the
teans as sonething, again, that casts a pall on
the rel ationships that are there.

Next. So, why is it inmportant for ne that
we try to take those big issues that | think
are unfair burdens on the teans and take them
off the top? Well, it's because we've got sone
bi g cleanup issues left -- and what | think are

bona fide cleanup issues. This, certainly,
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again is not a conmprehensive -- nmeant to be a
conprehensive list, but I think it's a list of
some of the biggies that we've got outstanding
that are in the way of the transfers and

cl eanups that are yet to happen here in

Region 9. Nothing -- | think particularly
numerous -- surprising to fol ks here --
institutional controls. They -- They're going

to cut across at, essentially, every base.
think that, unfortunately, we're finding there
are instances that are -- it's a very rare
i nstance where we think we're going to actually

be able to clean up everything at a base to an
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unrestricted level. So we're going to have to
figure out how to handle that.

Anot her comment | have to make on
institutional controls, by the way -- and
think this really is the one where we al
acknowl edge that there are a nunber of fol ks
who have an interest and desire to be
participating in this -- and the thing that's
troubling froma regional perspective is that
somehow we haven't gotten together and
establ i shed and nmi ntained a nore coll aborative

process so that we're all working on one
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docunent, that we're all going to use and agree
to -- and, again, it's not neant as -- this is
not a -- kind of a trunp card sort of -- of
threats or comment to nmake -- but | also think
there are questions raised when -- we're kind
of all getting out of sync with respect to

the -- the final -- the language in the -- |
think it's the final sentence of Section 128(2)
of CERCLA, which basically says that -- for

i nstance, DoD shouldn't really be witing

gui dance that could be inconsistent with
anything that the adm nistrator is going to

i ssue. So, while everybody knows that
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institutional controls is also still very

prom nent on the radar screen for EPA, | think
it's premature for us to be having other things
getting out on the street that has people a
little bit out of sync -- and | think we're
going to stay out of sync until we all make
this a more col |l aborative process.

Unexpl oded ordnance doesn't cone up at a
ot of sites out here, fortunately, in a big
way -- although where it does conme up, as
people know, it's extrenely expensive and it's
a problem fromthat perspective. It scares

people a lot -- | think that -- with good
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reason -- and it creates some real specia

chal l enges on the institutional control front.

Sedi nents -- of course, a Bay Area issue
for sure here. A lot of -- Alot of rea
estate here where the -- the Navy has sedi nent
i ssues. | think, fundanentally, right now what
we're -- we're encouraged by a little bit nore
willingness to | ook at these -- these issues.
| put it much in a -- in that context of the

budget ceiling kind of issue that | raised
previously with -- in the sense that we,

at least, want to start by looking at the
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sedi nents. Let's look at the information, find
out what we can about the sedinments and then
let's make decisions. Let's not assume
automatically that we're tal king about big
expensive renedi es that are going to break the
bank. If that's really where we are, then
think we're going to have to get together and
have that discussion but we need to have the
anal ysis, at least, first.

And, then -- |ead-based paint in soils --
you know, actually -- what | didn't nention is
| actually did put these issues down in the

order that | consider sort of their inportance
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or their -- their trickiness at this point. |
really still believe that |ead-based paint in
soils is not the boogie man out there that it
has been painted to be fromthe very
beginning -- in the sense that with a little
bit of information, we can actually nake a | ot
of decisions and I don't think we're going to
break the bank on that. |In fact, we're
starting to collect information froma couple
of sites, including sone information we got
fairly recently from Mare |sland from which we

think we're going to be able to nake sone
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decisions that aren't going to result in -- in
much of any work at all. So, we'd like to keep
noving in that direction and | think that we've
got a real opportunity to still -- to -- to
wrap that one up without a whole I ot of pain on
anybody's part -- but we're going to have to
get comritted to it.

So, then, I"mgoing to close with a couple
of things that are actually broader than --
than BRAC. They certainly are -- are a part of
the dynamics in the -- the BRAC cl eanup first,
but they cross over, also, into the cleanup
prograns nore generally in an open-base site.

The first one is on devol venent -- you know,
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this is another where we heard -- and this was
primarily on the budget side -- but we were
given pretty broad assurances that devol venent
woul d basically be a transparent thing as far
as we were concerned -- and -- and | don't
think that it has been that. Certainly, on the
policy devel opnent side, we've had sone kind of
fits and starts even recently -- if you go
anywhere between the nodel FFA -- kind of back
and forth that we've -- we've kicked around for

the |l ast year or so -- between EPA, DoD and the
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Services -- and, then, also the site closeout
gui dance where we had sone fits and starts on
that -- and I -- | guess what | would
encourage you to do is take a -- take a rea

cl ose | ook at where devol venent has taken us
and consider if we don't need to kind of check
the scales a little bit and rebal ance to where
some of the authorities and roles are within
the DoD and mlitary service arrangenent,
because | think there are tinmes when we just --
we do need to hear one nore -- a nore unified
message coming out on behalf of the nmilitary
service and DoD

And, then, the last point is conmunity
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i nvol venent. You know, we actually have

some -- some good stories, |I think, in Region 9
about -- about RABs and communities feeling

i ke they have neani ngful input into how the
cleanup is going at the bases. But it's not
consistent and it's not consistent enough given
how much tinme and effort the mlitary services
are spending on this, how nuch tinme and effort
the state is spending on it, how nuch we're
spending on it and -- but maybe mpost of all how

much tinme the community people are spending on
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it. They are investing in this because they
have been led to believe that they can nmake a
difference -- and if that's not what we
i ntended, then we need to change the nessage
out there for folks, including, as |I had
mentioned earlier, on the -- on the -- nore
on the reuse end as opposed to just the
cl eanup, because | think people are -- are
still confused on just what is the extent of
their participation and what's the nature of
their opportunities to actually affect the
outcomes in their communities.

That's it for ny remarks. Thank you.

MS. PERRI: Okay. We'll -- W'l

each go around and ask you sone questions.
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| -- | do have a few coments. One in
particular that -- you know, it would have been
hel pful for all of us to have a chance to | ook
at your presentation as requested in Decenber

Second, on the DSMOA issue, one of ny deepest

concerns is -- is that -- as you say, we nove
forward -- for many | think that's gone on --
and fix what we can fix -- but, again --

al though | think the Services nade a comn t nent

to fundi ng an appropriate budget, | don't think
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they -- did not include with that commr tnment
any oversight or accountability on behal f of
the state or EPA engaging in that process --
and it's very inportant, obviously, that the
federal governnent spend noney wisely. | think
the dollars are fewer and far between and | --

| think it's beneficial to all of us, as we
nmove forward in the process, to keep that in
mnd -- that there are really no bl ank checks.

Go ahead.

MR, OPALSKI: | think that we al ways
have to allow that. Every -- and all of us
are -- are, | think, under a spotlight by our
own government structure, by our own particul ar

agencies, to -- to be wise on the fiscal side.
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On the other hand, | don't -- | do wonder -- in
terns of what's been the cost here -- if this

isn't alittle bit of an exanple of penny-w se,

dollar-foolish. It's not to -- |I'mnot saying
that you don't still look at the -- the
applications and -- you've got to | ook at the

ri ght anmobunts or what you think are
appropriate, but my point is that one was that
property -- we're led to believe -- or | was

led to believe as -- and outside this
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conmunity -- that that was what was supposed to
happen at the base level to build it up -- and

that's what did happen -- and, yet, those
nunbers were then -- were then second-guessed
when they said they weren't going to be.
That's my point.

MS. PERRI: Well -- but | guess -- |
guess ny concern would be that you not think
t hey were second-guessed sinply because -- the
peopl e at the base levels, of course, have
supervisors -- and they need -- their
supervi sors need to not ride herd on them and
create additional process where it's not
necessary, but certainly there is
accountability fromthe base commander to the

headquarters | evel -- and what has really been
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at issue with California -- so that we're al
candid here -- is that in sonme cases, they have
sent nore FTEs and nobney per site than EPA gets

for an NPL property for sites that are not on

the NPL and you -- we -- the cost driver here
is -- is out of sync with what other states are
doing -- and | think as we look for ways to

i mprove the process, one of the things we're

doing is reeval uating how we' re doi ng things,
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you know, every step of the way, and if we have
one state charging four or five tinmes as nuch
for a service that nost of the states charge a
di fferent anmount for and a simlar anount for
then we certainly need to | ook at that for
pur poses of accountability and cost savings to
the governnent. That aside, | think we all do
want to nove forward and we want to nove these
properties -- and fromwhat |'ve heard here
today, it sounds like we're going to get sone
really good ideas and sol utions on how we m ght
work better as a team Because | agree with
you -- you know, working as a teamis really
the way to nove forward

The issue of devol vement not being as

transparent as it could be -- again, | would
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ask for very concrete and specific suggestions
on how we can make that process nore
transparent. | -- | know Paul Yaroschak is
here and Paul has been instrumental in working
with us to devel op a gui dance docunment on DoD s
budget and -- and giving the communities the
gui de to our budget process and how you
interact with us. Because as you said, it's

critical as the driver that keeps us on
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schedul e and that is intended to be
transparent. But if there are better and other
things we can do, |et us know.

And, then, lastly, of course, comunity
i nvol venent is appropriate. W have our RABs,
but we al so have a | ot of other opportunities
for people to work with us. Maybe you coul d
al so -- and people here today -- will give us
some suggestions on how to inprove that process
so that the RABs really do feel that they're
listened to so that the BCTs don't feel that
they're in a position of being the nediator --
and, again, as -- as a way to nove forward,
think what we're looking for is specific --
you know, in certain areas -- but -- but it's
great to hear your comrents and we -- and we

| ook forward to you -- concrete ways on naking
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the process better.

MR, OPALSKI: One specific comrent to
follow up on the RABs -- and this is not an
across-the-board thing -- but there have been a
nunber of instances when |'ve heard a
reluctance by -- | think in particular of the
service representative -- to have things taken

before the RAB before they are at a -- at
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a -- pretty nmuch a consensus |evel and we have
actual ly heard back froma couple of RABs --
notably, Castle Air Force Base -- | think al so
at Alaneda -- we -- we heard the coment from
people that -- you know, they understand that
we have -- Well, if we're all focused on the
same big thing, we also have differences in
what our m ssions are within our agencies and
that they -- you know, they're also adults.
They understand that we don't agree on every
little thing -- and, in fact, that it's healthy
and better for them and better for the process

if we feel okay to have a healthy

conversation. It doesn't nean that we're
yelling at each other -- because we shoul dn't
be doing that, anyway -- but it's that we're

having a debate in front of themand letting
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them help to evaluate -- maybe they can conme up
with a solution we haven't thought of. So,

that may be one thing that we could --

you know, reinforce as to the teanms -- is it's
okay to conme to the table in front of the RABs,
still having a discussion that you haven't
gotten worked out. Because | think they

appreciate that and actually expect that that's
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nore of a reality of the process.
M5. PERRI: It is. It is. And --
And on the last issue on -- on working
better -- as you know, we -- we're trying now

within the cleanup office to inprove our
partnering -- and part of that, | think, neans
putting some of the issues on the table, as
you' ve said, sorting themout publicly --
because, again, part of it is having us al
think through the issue together. W certainly
don't have all the answers -- or don't even
know all the questions to have all the

answers -- so it's really helpful -- and as
you know, on the FFA -- we did work a | ong
time -- sonetines together, sonetinmes not
together -- but we set a deadline in -- in
Septenber -- tried to reach closure on that by

Septenber and we did so. We're doing simlar
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things with | ead-based paint and | think what
Jimand Craig Cotes (phonetic) and |I have
agreed to is that one way to inprove the
process is, after a certain period of tine, to
take the di al ogue out of the hands of staff and
move it forward and see if we m ght reach sone

closure at a higher level -- and we're
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committed to doing that so that we can
in fact, nove guidance and direction and
policies forward.

Don, do you have any questions?

MR, GRAY: Yes. |'ve been expressing
concern to the Task Force for several years
that once we started down that road, it would
be slow tailoring the remedy to the proposed
reuse of the property -- that -- that that
was -- that reuse would becone the driver in
t he renedi al action decision.

It seens to ne that your presentation
confirms that that's pretty nmuch the case.
Looki ng at your comments about unfair burdens
bei ng placed on BCTs to provide a redress -- a
followon to try to redress concerns that
people felt they were left out of the reuse

deci si on process and those kinds of things. It
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seens to me that what you're saying is the

way -- the way they operate these days is that
once the reuse decision is conveyed to you by
whonever you consider to be the legitimte
authority even w thout concern for whether that
deci sion represents a true consensus of the

community or not, that you view your job, then
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as sinply devising whatever system of physica
and institutional controls are necessary to try
to make that -- that reuse decision
environnental ly sound -- and, of course, we al
know that there's sone real questions about the
ef fectiveness of institutional controls -- |

t hi nk you acknow edged that as one of those
unresol ved issues. So, it seens to ne what --
that what |'ve been concerned about is,

in fact, the case. Do you have any comment
about that?

MR. OPALSKI: You know, before com ng
to work in the -- in the federal facilities
universe, | -- | worked for a nunber of years
in the Superfund programon private states
and -- you know, the -- we always have had to
deal with the issue of what's the reasonably
anticipated future | and use as sort of setting

a basel i ne based upon which we do our risk
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eval uations for the site and | guess you can
argue that the BRAC process is either a | ot
better because it nmakes that -- gives thema

| ot nmore focus and establishes a rmuch nore
prescribed process for defining what is that --

what does that nean -- whereas, on the private
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si de of Superfund, we've got guidance out that

says you go -- go neet with | ocal |and use
pl anners and you talk with -- with | oca
government and so forth -- but it's not

sonething that's established quite so
rigorously as have been in the BRAC process.
Well, in -- if that process works well and
people feel like there's been adequate
consi deration of everybody's viewpoints and the
timng elenent that | referred to earlier also
wor ks out, then having a nore prescribed
process helps. The problem-- "Well, what
happens when" -- for whatever reason -- "that
process breaks down" -- either you' ve got
peopl e who don't feel like they've had a rea
chance to participate or they haven't been
heard -- the tinmng is out of whack -- then --
alot of tines it seems -- because they're

waiting for that reuse piece to get done --
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they're not quite sure -- "Well, what are we
supposed to use as our assunptions?" So --

Let nme talk a little bit about what ny

staff deal with as sort of a baseline. It is
true that the -- the designated reuse gives
a -- sort of a point of departure in the sense
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of what we're minimally |ooking at froma --
from our baseline risk assessnment. However, we
al ways ask -- and it's not that we al ways get
this -- and certainly don't get it easily -- is
we always ask that the Service also provide an
analysis for the unrestricted use scenario so
that we can -- with them |ook at, "Well, what
would it cost? What's the increnenta
difference?" And if you can go ahead and --
and -- and | o and behold actually clean this up
and not have to rely upon an institutional
control and it only costs you, you know,

5 percent nmore or 10 percent nore, isn't that
somet hing we should all be thinking about --
partly because we're not real good yet at
costing out institutional controls -- just
putting it in fiscal terms. But even from --
you know, nore from an environnmental health
protection perspective -- if we can actually

deal with that problem for not a great
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i ncremental cost no matter what the reuse plan
says, then let's take a |l ake at that. So,
absolutely, we bring -- we try to bring that
into the anal ysis.

What -- | guess what |'m saying, though,
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are there are -- there are kind of two -- two
aspects that 1'd like to reenphasize. One is
that the BCT does not have the authority to
change that designated reuse. So, to that
extent -- them having too nmuch of a
conversation about that or spending too much
time on that, tonme, is -- is going to get them
bogged down -- unless -- as | had nentioned,
there's a real red flag in ternms of
environnental conditions that says, "W really
need people to take a look at this. Let's get
the reuse entity back in here and let's talk

about why what they did creates a problem™" |

think that's -- really is the exceptiona
case. And, then, the -- the other point,
remenber, that | was tal king about was -- was
nore of the extent where -- because the reuse

pl anni ng process went through and actually
designated a reuse, which may have been -- may

have been nore than what people today are
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| ooking at -- as seeming to be appropriate
given that it's going to be really expensive to
clean it up -- that's where I was -- my comrent
was. | see ny cleanup team nenbers ki nd of

sonmehow bei ng bl amed for the fact that in the
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reuse process, sonebody asked for nore cl eanup
and even though we -- we nmight say, "It's going
to be expensive and we have to keep that in

account," in sonme ways, it's still the reuse
process that -- that would need to, | --
I think, take another | ook at that and not
necessarily expect the BCT to do that. But --
So, inthat -- to that extent, | really -- we
are -- really are looking to foll ow what we
think is the paradigmthat's been established
inthe -- in the BRAC process to give us a | ot
of gui dance.

MR, GRAY: Just to clarify, you --
you -- it seems to ne, you are saying that you
feel that the reuse decision that's presented

to you -- you feel you have no ability to

guestion, regardl ess of the process by which

that decision was arrived at -- and the reason
| raise thisis | -- 1 can renmenber severa
years ago when this forum-- raising the

guestion about, you know, whether -- what was
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going to be the safeguards to assure that the
reuse authority was constituted in such a way
that it truly represented the nmake-up of the

community and | have heard many stories that
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indicate in many cases that has not been the
case. But you seemto be saying once that
decision is made, it's handed to you, you're
stuck with it, unless you can show that it
woul d be alnmpbst no -- not much nore costly or
no nore costly -- to actually clean the site up
to a level for unrestricted use.

MR, OPALSKI: Well, let me take a
stab at it this way: The project nmmnagers on
my staff are not shy about bringing up an issue
if they are unconfortable with where we are at
a point intinm. |In other words, if we're
given a reuse scenario that they feel I|ike
was -- is sonmehow i nappropriate -- or they have
heard -- through a process, they've heard from
RAB nenbers or somewhere else in the comunity
that they felt that -- that the process wasn't
working -- they want to raise that issue --
they're not shy about raising that issue.

The question is, though, what tools have

we really been -- have we really given themto
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do anything with that once they' ve raised it to
my attention -- and | can talk to people about
it, but what I"'msaying is there is -- there is

a point where the reuse process does plug in
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and the cleanup process, in order for it to
move forward, has to accept it as -- as -- nore
or less, as a given of what we're -- what we're
trying to work with as opposed to sayi ng,

"We're supposed to take another thorough

re-look at the reuse process itself." So,
we'll raise the issues -- there's sort of an
authority question here about -- about, "COkay.

We raise it, but what does that nean?" And
that's kind of nmy point on what the -- the
cl eanup teans are spending their time on. They
can raise it, but if they're just to argue
about it because they really don't have any
authority to do nuch with it, then it's not a
constructive use of their tine and we're not
going to make progress with it.

MS. PERRI: Okay. Jim do you have
any questions?

MR. WOOLFORD: Yeah. Dan, thanks for
your presentation. | think it was very
illumnating. | just had two -- Two

guestions: One on the -- on the budget



23

24

25

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

pressures -- and you tal ked about those -- just
alittle bit -- as seeing an inpact on

rel ati onshi ps at the BCT | evel and the inner
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wor ki ngs there. \Wat other inpacts have you
seen fromthe budget pressures in the
Bay Area?

MR. OPALSKI: We had the one overhead
that is -- that was up that gave where the
different projects are in their process. |
think that it has -- the -- the tightness of
t he budgets has certainly put sonme projects on
the back burner that for -- that it -- for
ot her reasons, we could have kept on going with
them In other words, | think it essentially
kind of shifts -- it shifts the bar so that
nore things are kind of -- they're not
necessarily -- they don't beconme | ow
environnental priorities, but they're | ower on

the list -- so there's just less stuff that's

getting done there.

I think that -- the -- the nmmin concern
that -- that | still have is that we're not
getting to -- often discussion of the issues

that really relate to what's the environnenta

probl em because we're getting bogged down
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with -- with the -- the teamon the mlitary
si de having been so beat up by the nessage that

you've got to find soneplace to save noney --
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and we've all been trying to do that throughout
this process -- but they've gotten the nessage
pushed at them so hard now that, again, instead
of an issue being sonething -- "Ch, that's
sonmet hing we need to tal k about and we need to
figure out how to deal with in a neaningfu
way," it's, "You're just throwi ng up an

i npedi ment to my need to neet this budget
target and define an 'X mllion dollar nore in
savi ngs."

MR, WOOLFORD: Ckay. Thank you.

My second question was on sonething not on your
slides, but we've heard alluded to fromthe
previ ous speakers and that's on the early
transfers that's happening out here. Just from
your -- what's -- what's been your perspective
on that?

MR. OPALSKI: You know, it's
interesting -- | think that | -- my very first
nmeeting in the programwas where we were
heari ng about the early transfer |egislation
goi ng through and all of nmy EPA counterparts

recoil ed, got upset, "How could DoD do this,"
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and, then, everybody kind of cal mred down and

figured out what we needed to do, saw the val ue
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of the early transfer process. W put in a

real concerted effort, wote what | think is

pretty fair and cl ear guidance on the process

from EPA's perspective -- and, then, it -- and,
then, it gets baffling to me -- because now it
feels like we're -- things have been sort of

turned around. When we hear the words

"early transfer" come up at a nunber of the
sites, we hear back from-- fromeither the
LRAs or from-- directly from our Service
counterparts that they're tal ki ng about a
process that's going to take them-- a process
that's going to take them six or nine nonths to
conplete even if the NEPA process has already
been conpl eted and we're scratching our heads
thinking, "Well, wait a minute. |If this an
appropriate circumnmstance” -- which | think --
you know, that's what I'm-- |I'mtal king about
here -- because we -- we still always would
prefer early cleanup to early -- just to early
transfer. But under the appropriate

ci rcunmst ances, we've shown that this can happen

inaquick time frane and | ama little bit
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baffled -- because | don't know what it is that

now is kind of holding it up fromthe Service
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side or within DoD -- if they're -- | don't
know if there's disconfort out there, but
sonmet hing kind of feels that way -- because
people aren't looking for ways to -- to do
things that we've tried to do in the other
parts of the programin terns of cutting down
our reviewtinmes, seeing if we can't bring
deci sions down to a |ower |evel and that Kkind
of thing -- instead we're hearing that it's
going to have to take a long tine for things to
go up the chain and so forth. So --

MR, WOOLFORD: Thank you.

MS. PERRI: Have you explored the --
the i npact of the real estate process on the
transfer and | ooked at all the conponents of
the actual transfer of the land as a hold-up in
that six- to nine-nmonth process?

MR. OPALSKI: Well, when we've
been -- we've been looking at -- it's -- it's
been in the case -- cases have been brought up
to my attention where we thought we were headed
towards a straightforward transfer. Something
came up, we're reconsidering early transfer

So, essentially, a lot of the real estate
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M5. PERRI: Had to be redone?

MR, OPALSKI: Well, no. They were
lined up already, so it was -- in sone ways, it
was the piece of paper that was either FOST or

a FOSET that really needed to change -- and

that's what we can't understand -- is what --
what -- what were the other changes in the
process -- and you're right -- there nmay be

pieces that I'mmissing that I'mjust not aware
of, but it -- it's -- it |ooks like
sonmething -- just about doing an early transfer
is making people a little bit nervous and
don't know exactly what it is.

MS. PERRI: Okay. Thomas?

MR, EDWARDS: A coupl e of questions:
Followi ng up on the early transfer issue,
I remenber the discussions at the time that
| egi sl ati on was bei ng proposed and the
rationale for it was that the | enders wanted to
be able to take title so that they could | oan
noney on the property -- and | never understood
t hat because | couldn't visualize |enders
wanting to take title to contan nated

property -- and -- and, then, after it was
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passed, | think maybe it had some -- sone
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useful ness in other ways. But in -- fromyour
experience, what sorts of sites have they
wanted to do early transfers on? How has it
hel ped? Wy have they wanted to do early
transfers?

MR, OPALSKI: | don't probably know
enough details about the ones that I've -- |'ve
bunped into. An exanple, though, is one where
the -- a devel oper had been |ined up. They
don't want to |l ose the developer. They're
saying that it is useful to have the piece of
paper in hand, not because they intend to turn
dirt tonorrow to build a hotel or a golf course
or whatever it is, but because they actually do
have the flexibility to continue the process of
lining up their funding and other financia
mechani sms. But they do need that title in
t hei r hand.

MR. EDWARDS: And that -- that | just
don't understand. Wy a title as opposed to a
contract -- an option of sone sort -- why
you -- why you want to take title to property
before it's cleaned up?

MS. PERRI: Take -- of the project.

MR. OPALSKI: Yeah.
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MR. EDWARDS: Unh?
MS. PERRI: Look into it.
MR, EDWARDS: Okay. | had -- Stan?

MR PHILLIPPE: In answer to you,
Thomas -- Stan Phillippe -- one of the things
that we've heard in a couple of the cases --
and we' ve done three early transfers now. One
had to do with transferring Departnent of
Energy property in the Elk Hills Petrol eum
Reserve to Occidental Petroleum and that was a
real jam process because of the -- the -- the
sal e of the petroleumreserve so we had to
hurry that one through. Sonetinmes what we've
heard is the devel opers are reluctant to neke
the capital inprovenent to the property without
holding the title -- and that was the case in
the two transfers that took place at Mather Air
Force Base -- at |least that was one of the
stated reasons.

MS. PERRI: Ckay.

MR, EDWARDS: Okay. | had -- if |
may -- another question on another topic
having to do with -- not just the anmount of
money in the budget -- but the timng and

sequenci ng of the noney.
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| read a report a few weeks ago that --
fromthe private sector -- that corporations do
not have to show their total environnental
liabilities in their balance sheet. They only
have to show current expenditures for
envi ronnental cleanups and -- and environnenta
prograns. This |eads to the phenonenon that a
private corporation would rather spend, say,
$100, 000 a year for 20 years than to spend
$1, 000, 000 up front and get rid of the
problem So, if there are two different
technol ogi es, one -- one of which will get rid
of the problemright away and another which
will drag it out, they -- they nay not go with
the cheapest cost -- or the cheapest life cycle
cost -- or the cheapest present val ue cost.
They -- They will go with the one that
mnimzes their current expenditures -- and
this is just a quirk of corporate accounting --
and that really opened my eyes to the -- to the
i mportance of the way you account for these.
And, so, this leads to ny question: |Is there
anyt hing that you've observed in the federa
budgeti ng process that tends to favor one kind

of cl eanup over another when the best
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engi neering advice might be to go the other
way -- or if -- if you really were able to | ook
at the nost efficient nmethod in ternms of total
protection of human health and the environnent,
total cost over the life cycle, that you m ght
go a different way, but because of the way the
budget is structured, you don't do that?

MR, OPALSKI: | guess |I'd have to say
fromwhat |'ve seen -- you know, overall
| think minimzing the costs is sonething that
t he budget process supports -- because whet her
they're given marching orders by OVB or

what ever, the Services know that they can't

answer everything that -- that they would
absol utely need in any given year -- and we
recogni ze that, too. The -- The -- | guess the

interesting part of the dynam c, though, is not
knowi ng from year to year how good the next
year is going to be. There sonetinmes actually
is pressure to spend a little bit nore noney in
the current year, if it's available, even if
it's not on a solution that -- that everybody
favors or that -- for instance, that -- it
could be that that's where there's a kind of --

alittle bit of chicken being played where |I've
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got $10 million this year. |If | don't spend
it, it's going to go somewhere else and | don't
know that | can recoop it next year. So, | can
give you this kind of cleanup this year. |
know it's not quite what you want, but at | east
I can get you sonething because | don't know
what |'m going to get done -- and | think that
that also is an interesting, sort of, dynamc
that's played out with sone of the RABs
where -- | think we've all forgotten this at a
point -- which is, people still want the job to
be done right first.

MR. EDWARDS: Ri ght.

MR OPALSKI: If it takes a little
bit longer to do that -- | mean, within
bounds -- then so be it, but | think people
want it done right first and sonetinmes there is
a pressure -- |less so now just because we're
not in -- as nuch in a program where there's
that kind of noney just, sort of, around that
isn't -- sonebody doesn't grab for another high
environnental priority, but it has been an
i ssue in the past.

MS. PERRI: Okay. Thank you.

General ?

WORKI NG DRAFT



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Page 120

GEN. HUNTER:  Dan, that was an
out standi ng presentation. But you raise a
couple of points | want to just try to
clarify.

Can you hear ne? Nunber one, you talked
about comunity invol vement and then you tal ked
about sonme of the issues which -- your base
cl eanup teans com ng for reuse. What kind of
communi cations is going back and forth? Is it
at the local level? 1Is it at the nationa
Il evel ? The regional level? I'mtrying to find
out, you know, where we have a di sconnect.
Because it sounds like we're -- we're not
managi ng expectations -- or we start off in one
direction, and as the process evolves, there

are a lot of changes by either budget pressures

or some other pressures. |'mjust trying to
find out where the disconnect is -- is
occurring.

MR. OPALSKI: You're talking about in
terms of the comunication of expectations to
peopl e who would -- who would be nmenbers of
RABs, principally?

GEN. HUNTER:  Yes.

MR, OPALSKI: Yeah. Well, there is
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the -- the RAB rule itself that's been issued
and sets out sets of expectations. So, | guess
you could say that that's at the nationa

level. But -- you know, frankly, what

determ nes whether a RAB is going to work or
not is what's happening right there at the
base. So much of this can be personality
driven -- and the extent to which the people --
and |I'mnot just tal king about -- just to
clarify here -- just the Service people

here -- this goes to every nenber of the
cleanup team-- and it's an everyday chal |l enge
for people to kind of get re-energized to
remenber who this programis for ultimately
after all and to get energized to work with
those fol ks. Because even when it's going
well, it takes an incredible amount of energy
and it takes a very personal conmtnent and --

and that really needs to be reinforced as cl ose

to the actual field level -- at the site

| evel -- as possible -- and | think that's
where -- that's where we need to keep doing the
work -- nmaking sure that we're kind of --

you know, it is -- there's an attitude thing
right off -- do people believe they are engaged
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in a process that's worthwhile or not? And
think that RAB nenbers -- if you asked
them-- a lot of themwould raise the
guestion -- or would nmeke the point that,
"Well, I'"mnot sure when I'msitting across
the table fromthat person when | hear that
person give a presentation that they really
believe that | have a valid part in this

process and that it makes sense for ne to be

here. "

GEN. HUNTER: Okay. Thank you.

MS. PERRI: Paul ?

MR. REIMER: Thank you. | have a
coupl e of numeric questions, Dan -- then --
and a couple of operational ones -- but | would

start by echoing General Hunter's comments,
thi nk you nmade an inportant presentation to us
and it is appreciated by this Task Force.

On the nuneric side, of the 12 bases and
the fact that, as you reported here on the
slides, there are a limted nunber of FOSTs
t hat have been conpleted. Could you give us
any idea what the -- and we have 12 bases to be
i nvol ved with. How many operating units and,

therefore, individual FOSTs are you -- would
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you just give us a guess -- are involved on
these 12 bases?

MR, OPALSKI: |'mlooking for help
here on this one. Let nme -- you know, it -- it
varies quite a bit. The docunentation flow
can -- can be fairly significant based upon how
a particular installation is divided,
of course. It really cones down to what's
the -- what's the nunmber of parcels.

One of the things, | think, that was on
one of those figures is for the -- the
Fl eet Industrial Service conplex in Qakland.
We al ready have approved and signed through and
the state has -- on 79 FOSTs for that
facility. | think that -- when we were going
through a drill on Al aneda Naval Air Station a

coupl e years ago on the FOSL side -- which

woul d ki nd of translate over -- it was on
the -- it was on the -- Ch, | have a cheat
sheet -- it was on the order of about

50 FOSLs. So, we have that kind of facility
nunber. But -- So, it's -- | would say in
total -- when you're looking at all the
facilities, it certainly nunmbers in the

hundr eds.
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MR. REIMER: | would agree with that
as a -- as a conclusion -- and since you
brought up the FOSLs, are they now being
processed as readily or -- in sone cases, we've
heard that by reason of the fact that the
envi ronnent al cl earances are essentially the
same between FOST and FOSL that -- that the

Services are essentially saying, "Hey, let's

get to the FOST." |Is that -- Are you
experiencing that in the field -- rather than
to allowthe -- the finding of suitability to

| ease as a way to go on an interim basis?
MR. OPALSKI: We have done so nuch
| easi ng on sone of these properties that we're

ki nd of past that point of meking that call

But it is true, there are -- there is an
instance -- for instance, at Fort Od where
we -- in fact, it's maybe even a current issue

where we've been tal ki ng about the --
potentially of a -- potential of a FOSL as a --
as an alternative -- and -- and at l|least to
date, the Arnmy has not been particularly
enanored of that option. | think it is for --
nmostly out of the feeling that, "Well, if we're

going to have to do the sane work again to do

WORKI NG DRAFT

Page 125



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

anot her piece of paper later, let's just do it
once and get it over with at the tinme." But --

MR, REIMER: Well, ny -- ny only
point in being interested in the nunbers is
that -- | -- 1 think it -- it suffices to show
that there's an awful |ot of final processing
that's still ahead of us to get these bases to
the point that the land can be utilized. And
in that sense, what you di scussed under the
DSMOA machi nati on and your thought that maybe
we've arrived at a point here where our efforts
are not exactly cost effective -- in other
words, at the same point in tinme when we've got
to be noving to a ot of final regulatory
sign-of f and action, | guess ny concern -- and
I -- | just wanted to be sure |I'mparalleling
yours -- that we, essentially, are getting a
di sconnect here at the precise tinme when that
sort of activity is probably reaching its --
its peak in ternms of what needs to be done. |Is
that an interpretation -- proper
interpretation?

MR. OPALSKI: You know, even if we're
not tal king about transfer documents -- if | --

if I kind of take this nore to the part of the
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process that | feel that | know -- and that is
t he actual environnmental contam nant issues --
whet her it was through the CERFA process where
we all agreed -- cane to grips with what
were -- were clean parcels and said, "You can
go ahead with those," or it was the relatively
easy one-contam nant situati ons where you could
do a fairly -- you know, in relative ternms --
qui ck characterization, deal with the problem
identify it and -- and get to your action --
even just on the cleanup side, we've kicked a
bunch of the tougher issues down the road for a
while. We can't keep doing that -- not if we
want to nake these transfers happen and we want
reuse -- and -- and if we want cleanup -- and
that's where we all need to be at the table,
honestly. Because that's -- that -- and
wanted to go back and clarify a statement -- |
actual ly woul d suggest that the two docunents
that are probably nore equivalent fromsort of
an environnmental clearance perspective are
the -- the nore closely aligned are the FOSET
and the FOSL, not so much a FOST.

The hurdle that has to be overcone for a

FOST can be fairly significant still at a site
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where a FOSL still m ght be approved just
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because of the end use that is -- or -- or

the land use that is anticipated and al | owabl e
during the FOSL period -- and that -- for
exanple -- | nmean, the -- the npst

strai ghtforward one would be -- you've got a
portion of a parcel which eventually is neant
for unrestricted residential use. As long as
sonmebody agrees to only use it as a -- as --
you know, as a commrercial/industrial use,
there's a good chance that you could do that
through a FOSL or even a FOSET, but it

woul dn't -- you may not even be really close in
relative terns to being a FOST.

MR. CHOUDHURY: Just for
clarification, FOSL is the finding of
suitability to lease. FOSET is finding of
suitability for an early transfer and a FOST is
a finding of suitability for transfer. Al
three are basically the environnental clearance
process for real estate transactions.

MR, REIMER: Finally, Dan, a question
to you that stens, | guess, as nuch as anything
fromthe -- fromthe feigned frustration or

maybe actual frustration that comes through
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here -- one thing that this Task Force focused
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on sone time ago was the problem of nmintaining
t he nmenbership on the teans -- in other words,
just the staff continuity in the BCTs. In
respect to what you've tal ked to us about
today, does this translate into problens
keepi ng your BCT staff people together
as well?
MR, OPALSKI: Interestingly to date,

I would have to say that the staff have stil
found enough reason to want to stick with it,
for the nost part. |1'mnot saying that at
i ndi vidual sites, we nmght have -- but folks --
| think it's a real indication of their
commitnment to what they're doing.

You know, the exanple that occurs to ne
is -- 1"Il try not to get into too nmuch of a
storytelling node here -- but my boss has
frequently told ne that | need to be carefu
not to take the job too personally, but when
you're out in a comunity and you' re dealing
with issues that you care about already and
you're dealing with a |ot of other people who
care about them it's hard not to take what

you' re doing very personally and | think that
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that's -- that's what gives people the extra to

want to stick it out and that's been good so
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far.

Now, that being said, it's going to get
tougher for us, specifically, in this region,
because we, by far, have the biggest portion of
the resources that DoD provides to EPA to be
assisting with the BRAC process and that neans
that we have to be starting to think now as the
programis starting to tail off in the out
years about how we're going to nanage that
process and just conmunicating about it is
sonething that affects norale and nmakes peopl e
feel uncertain and makes themthink, "Well|
let's see. Last week when | heard about that
job" -- "I wasn't even thinking about it" --
"because | amcommitted to what |'m doing.

This week | heard about it, but | also got a
briefing on where our resources are headed by
the year 2001-2002 and |I'mthinking that job
doesn't | ook so bad anynore."™ So -- it's going
to get tough. So, again, we've got the
confluence of these things. W' ve got really
tough cl eanup issues. W've got really tough

and a -- and high-volunme work to do on the

WORKI NG DRAFT

Page 130

transfer side still -- and, yet, at the sane

time, we're kind of already tal king about
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ranpi ng down the program just out of necessity
and it's -- that's going to be a tough
confl uence of events.

MR, REI MER: Thank you for your

overvi ew

MS. PERRI: Thanks. Okay. W have
three nore speakers and we're -- we're at our
deadline, so if we could nove this along -- and

Dan's had court here for quite a while --

and -- and try to take a little break before we
conti nue.
Steve, do you have anything -- or Stan --

that hasn't been addressed?

MR, ROGERS: No. |'Ill pass.
MR. PHILLI PPE: Just -- Just a quick
comrent that -- I'mstill not sure exactly what

to say about the California DSMOA, but it's
come up a lot and one of the things that the
DERTF has to think about is, "Wat can be done
to keep the process of cleaning up and noving
the sites through the cleanup m Il going?"
There are sone things that drive cleanup costs

and DSMOA costs. Mst directly is the anmount
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of work that's being anticipated to be done

during any given year -- and when | | ook at our

spendi ng patterns in DSMOA in California, what



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

| see is that we've gone down each of the | ast
three years and | don't expect that we'll go up
this year, either. Wereas, the work, on the
ot her hand, has not gone down. We -- W built
ourselves up to a certain | evel about three or
four years ago when it peaked, partially due to
a |l ot of needs and wants and pressures from DoD
to make certain things avail able to DoD out

here. Mst of those things were not

necessarily project managenent -- get the
proj ects done through the process -- sone were,
but -- we've gotten rid of all of those

things. W don't have anything |eft but
proj ect managers -- and -- and fewer of those
than we' ve ever had.

On the other hand, when you asked the
teans | ast year to figure out how nmuch work is
on the plate this year, the amount of work on
the plate this year was increasing. So, we've
gone down, the work's gone like this and it's
not a bl ank check. There are sone ideas that

we're going to be talking to the Services about
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for process inprovenents and things that |

think will help in that area. But if you want

to get these sites nmoved through, you're going
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to -- you're going to have to recogni ze that
they're going to have to get through the state
regul atory process -- and we'll -- we'll work
with you to nmake those costs as snall as we
can, but it -- it doesn't get work done any
faster to cut us back that nuch.

MS. PERRI: Right. Okay. Brian?

MR. POLLY: Dan, very good
presentation. Two real coments instead of

questions. Nunmber one, |ead-based paint in

soils. | hope you're right and you will be

accomodating -- because in talking to Timand
Jimfor the last year, | amworried -- because
what we want to do is -- again, welfare is very

i mportant as far as protection of human life
and the conpanionate with that is we need to
nove properties. So, if you can work and help
us froma regulatory standpoint to find easier
means of dealing with this that will save us
time and noney, we appreciate that.

Second thing -- which I think is very

i mportant -- early transfer authority is very
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essenti al . It makes a | ot of sense. You're

absolutely right. One of the big things we're

hearing fromtw of the departnments that we're

currently dealing with to help nove property
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under earlier transfer authority are very mnuch
concerned as far as the approval cycle within
the headquarters both of the Service and al so
DoD and so we'll be working on that. But we're
heari ng the sanme types of things that you' ve
mentioned in your presentation.

Thank you.

MS. PERRI: Thank you, Dan.

Why don't we take a break now until 3:30
and conme back?
(Short break taken.)

MR. CHOUDHURY: Pl ease take your
seats. Please take your seats so that we can
go on to the next itemon the agenda.

Before that, let nme make some
adm nistrative remarks. It is very inportant
to use the microphone to -- to speak so that
everybody in the room can hear what you're
saying and so that the stenographer can help us
keep the record.

For other than Task Force nenbers, |
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request that when you speak that you identify

yourself with name and affiliation. As we are

going to have a public conment period both

toni ght and tonorrow night, I -- and if you so
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desire to speak at the public conment period,
request that you fill out the purple cards
i ndi cati ng which night you want to speak.

Those cards are on the table outside this

nmeeting room-- and once you have filled out
the cards, | request that you turn themin to
me. We will be taking speakers for public

comment in the order that the cards are turned

into me.
Task Force nenbers were provided -- during
the break -- were provided with three pieces of

paper, two of themin reference to the
presentation earlier on today by

M . Sean Randol ph, dealing with suggestions on
stream i ni ng the base conversion process and

al so the water transit project that the

Bay Area Economic Forumis | ooking into. The
third piece of paper is with respect to the
presentation tonorrow norning by Ms. Denise
Chanber | ain on Pennsylvania's Voluntary Cl eanup

Program
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At this point, | would |ike to introduce
t he next speaker, Ms. Amber Evans of the
Bay Area Defense Conversion Action Team for
the presentati on on Bay Area BRAC Overvi ew on

Cl eanup Approaches, Opportunities and |ssues.
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MS. EVANS: Hello. And thank you for
having nme this afternoon. |'m Coordi nator of
the Bay Area Defense Conversion Action Team
better known as BADCAT Environnental Technol ogy
Partnership. | appreciate the opportunity to
share with you today our history, methods,
acconpl i shnments, chall enges and the
opportunities, a unique consensus-based
approach to public/private partnership
i ntroduci ng i nnovation in cleanup through a
Bay Area field testing program

BADCAT ETP was created in 1994 under a
formal menorandum of understandi ng through the
support of the U. S. Department of Commerce's
Econom ¢ Devel opnment Admi ni stration and the
James Irvine Foundation. The partnership has
now -- now i ncludes partners in public,
private, regional, state and federa
or gani zati ons.

The goals of the partnership are to
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address the barriers and gaps in environnental
t echnol ogy devel opnent and commerci al i zati on,
and, nost fundamentally, to help expedite
cl eanup, transfer of properties, economc

conversion of Bay Area military bases and,
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where possible, stinmulate growh of the
region's environmental technol ogy industries.

To achi eve these goals, we've established
a regional field test program seeking faster
better and cheaper technol ogies to characterize
and renedi ate Bay Area bases -- preferably with
technol ogy vendors in the Bay Area.

Can you show our objectives? The program
of fers access to sites, reliable cost and
performance data, regul atory acceptance,
interstate and intrastate data reciprocity and
potential identification of venture capita
fundi ng.

Priorities for soliciting innovative and
energi ng technol ogy vendors are determ ned by
the partners through a consensus process.
Vendors fund the field test as part of their
own R&D efforts. Cl eanup decision-makers and
st akehol ders are provided firsthand opportunity

to observe real advantages versus vendor clains
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and asks critical questions of vendors during
on-site tours. Tour announcenents are sent to
BCT and RAB nenbers, cleanup contractors, |oca
reuse authorities, mnunicipal representatives
and the press. Findings fromthe cooperative

and critical review by regulators and end users
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are conpiled into a brief overview called a
TechData Sheet. This has been nmmil ed by the
Center for Public Environnmental Oversight --
one of our partners -- to over 3,000 people
and then utilized with presentations at key
forums, including Tri-services, the BCT round
tabl es and the Bay Area's environnental trade
show. Further, CPEO s -- or Center for Public
Envi ronnental Oversight's -- on-line TechTree
i ndexes technol ogi es applicable to specific
envi ronnental contam nants and their nedia.
The first solicitation for innovative
technol ogi es targeted characterization
renmedi ation of soils with netals or petrol eum
contami nants with the highest volunme at
Bay Area bases. In January of 1997, two
technol ogi es were denonstrated at Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard. Kl ohn Crippen denponstrated

Chentech's soil washing treatnment system and
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On-Site Laboratories denonstrated field
screening with Energy Dispersive and X-Ray
Fl uor escence.

Upon conpl eting our first field
denonstrations, we sought feedback fromthe

BRAC cl eanup teans and RAB at the Bay Area
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closing naval facilities as to their cleanup
priorities. The survey highlighted that the
policy shift to natural attenuation meant that
i dentifying technol ogies for renediati ng hi gher
vol ume, lower risk materials -- such as
petroleum-- was no |onger as high a priority.
Concurrently, a vendor that had proposed
under the original solicitation to address
petrol eum was i nstead used to renedi ate PCBs
and in the fall of 1997 Terratherm
Envi ronnental , assisted by RT Environmental,
effectively denonstrated in-situ thernal
desorption at Mare Island. However, RAB
responses have shown a strong interest in
expl oration of both bioremediation and
phyt orenedi ati on -- excuse me -- encouragi ng
a current denonstration planned for
bi orenmedi ati on of bunker fuel this spring.

Per haps the nost significant finding from
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t he survey, however, was the clear
identification of nedia other than soil as
primary concerns in the Bay Area. Monitoring
and renedi ati on of sedi ments and groundwat er
monitoring -- and groundwater -- were the top
t echnol ogi cal needs rai sed by the survey.

Wi | e addressing contamination in Bay sedinents
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was consi dered beyond the scope of the
partnership's capabilities -- and | think Dan
really referred to this as a critical issue --
we targeted our second solicitation to
groundwat er nmonitoring and our next field
denonstrations will include a technol ogy to be
tested at two Bay Area sites.

G ven BADCAT ETP' s deci sions are nmade by
consensus, stalemates are effectively
elimnated and drawn-out conflicts are
avoided. In all of ETP's activities,
partici pati ng agencies, which are often in
direct conflict in other arenas, work together
toward common obj ectives. Notably, | would say
that the baggage is left at the door with this
partnershi p and the partners have been quoted
to be saying, "I can't believe |I'm agreeing

with" -- "but" -- and it's in this context
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t hat we've been able to nove forward

We've created an environment where
conflicts el sewhere can be seen as priorities
to be addressed within the partnership. For
exanple -- as raised in the | ast
presentation -- the context of rising nationa

controversy regardi ng | ead- based paint, we
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sought technol ogi es to address | ead-based paint
on residential structures and in soil. Al
partners see a cost-effective, safer and
reliable technol ogical option as advant ages,
regardl ess of who pays in the end.

Thi s cooperation | everages private
i nvestnment by participating firnms. For
exanpl e, Klohn Crippen's denonstration cost the
firm $30,000. Further, it opens the door for
potential contracts, targets |oca
entrepreneurshi p, addresses barriers to
commercialization and -- as highlighted in your
own publication shown today -- has the
potential for national inpacts. This was a
t echnol ogy denonstrati on done through BADCAT of
in situ thermal desorption.

As per our goals, BADCAT ETP has addressed

barriers to comercialization that have |limted
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the inpl enentati on of innovative technol ogy.

Kl ohn Crippen -- one of our first technol ogy
denonstrations -- has gone on to secure
$2 million in venture capital to nove a

full-scale system Highlighted by Terratherm s
denonstrati on, ETP has been able to streaniine
permtting to expedite field access, |link the

denonstrations to state certification prograns
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and provide data for national permts and
interstate data reciprocity.

Thr oughout BADCAT ETP's evol ution, there
has been debate over whether participating
firms who successfully denonstrate should be
guaranteed a contract. No firm has ever been
provi ded such a guarantee. However, as a
result of the denonstrations, contracts have
been successfully awarded to participating
firms through the use of a nore flexible
contracting mechani smthat targets
i nnovation -- NFESC s Broad Agency
Announcenent .

At Canmp Pendl eton, On-Site Laboratories
provided rapid field anal ysis of a range of
metal s and other contam nants with 35 sanples

per day, each below cost of off-site analysis.
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At Centerville Beach, Terrathermis renoving
PCBs partially under a building desired for
reuse of, as the Mare Island denmponstration had
i ndi cated they coul d.

In balancing our goals, we're continually
chal | enged by our desire to find the best
t echnol ogi es and promote | ocal econonic

devel opnent to offset the debilitating results
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of base closure. W've provided greater
exposure to and review of a | ocal technol ogy
vendor already conducting a treatability study
in the Bay Area -- Geokinetics at Al anmeda Nava
Air Station. Qur next technol ogy
denonstrations include two local firms and a
third which is affiliated with a |local office.
VWil e our solicitations have been national in
scope, we have an explicit policy to select
local firms if they offer conparable
capabilities to a national conpetitor

The field test programoperates in a risk
adverse and scientifically -- scientifically
and regul atory uncertain environnent in
comunities where it's not easy to answer the
question that may arise, "You are |eaving what

in place," particularly in communities where
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years of mstrust have built up fear
resentment and conflict.

Each agency is trying to achieve the
greatest return on its investnent of tine, but
we're all ganbling on uncertain technol ogica
advances and the individual skills of private
firms. Each denonstration is, in fact, a test
with the potential of failure. However, this

risk of failure in field tests reduces the risk



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

of use of innovative technol ogies for
remedi ati on or characterization. A |esson
reiterated throughout the partnership's
activities is the inportance of trust,
initiated with clear comrunication and foll owed
through with fulfillment of promises. As a
partnership, we've been far better at
establishing a sense of shared objectives
within the partnership than between community
representatives, BCTs and the partners. The
partnership was explicitly established to
expedite cleanup. We've struggled with every
denpnstration -- with how to ensure the
participation of the RAB and BCTs wi t hout
addi ng an additional workload for them or

sl owing down the tine lines that were
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explicitly there to expedite.

Application of innovative technol ogies
must neet the cost equation of one of two
alternatives standards -- dig and haul or

punp and treat. Meeting the | owest

denom nator -- cost -- as well as the highest
standard -- safety -- requires true
i nnovati on.

The in situ renediation technol ogi es we' ve
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tested are conpared to the speed with which a

truck can be | oaded. However, in situ

treatnent avoi ds di splacenment of the

contami nation and exposure to surrounding

nei ghbor hoods. And cost, as every partner

knows, can never be the only consideration
Can you show the slide of the article?

And every conmunity has | ocal concerns about

untreated waste. However, as we -- as this
title -- which | showed because | think -- as
we talk -- you can just |eave that up -- as we

tal k about local in situ renediation and then
di spl acenent of materials, we also need to
acknowl edge that no community wants to be a
mere guinea pig. Comunity concerns facing the

partnership must be addressed if we're going to
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use specific sites for regional technol ogy
denonstrations. Questions that have arisen
are, "lIs the technology safe to use even in a
field test situation? Do technol ogica

i mprovenents reduce or increase |oca

enpl oynment opportunities? Does in situ
treatment | eave unacceptable | evel s of
contamination in place or avoid undesirable
exposure fromtransported material s?"

An exanple of the conflicting nature of
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priorities of faster, better, cheaper was
illustrated for nme the other night. A Bay Area
base has faced renoval and off-site disposal as
the preferred alternative. However, spillage
of soil has since resulted in conmmunity

outcry. The response -- barging backfil
materials in -- raised the question of whether
the reduction in trucking jobs had adversely

i npacted | ocal participation and cl eanup

enpl oynment opportunities. So, we have set as
our goals these three things, but | think we

al ways have to face, "Were do we pick the
priorities between faster and better and
cheaper"” -- with the ultimte goal -- putting

t hem t oget her.
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However, the aversion of risk of
i nnovative technology results in weak
technol ogy dermand, creates little incentives
for firms to participate on their own dinme --
as in our partnership -- and reduces limted
R&D funds available to firns. Scientific
uncertainty regarding what is a safe |eve
results in regulatory uncertainty, which in
turn results in market uncertainty -- such as

the policy attenuation to -- for natura
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attenuation reduci ng demand for nore active
renmedi ati on technol ogi es.

Further, the market is subject to budget
al l ocations often below the forecast. More
t han once, the partnership has been interested
in the technol ogical capabilities of a firm
that did not have sufficient capital to fund a
field test. Notably, one of those exanples is
a firmin Washington for |ead paint
abatenent -- lead paint in soil -- one of
the -- the targeted issues just raised -- that
firmdidn't have the capital to pursue
participating in a paid-for denonstration and
we' ve not nmoved forward with the solicitation

we made in that area. Perhaps nost notable are
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the firms that have -- are also the firnms that
have not seen the potential volune of work as
signi ficant or stable enough to justify such a
targeted denonstration. Firnms have noted | ack
of support for inplenentation of innovative
technol ogy as a reason not to participate as
wel | as lack of viable contract opportunities.
As the Bay Area RODs are scheduled to be
conpleted in the next two years, the
partnership is faced with its w ndow of

opportunity comng to a close to identify the
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i nnovati ve technol ogies for consideration in
Bay Area cleanup that will save noney and tinme
while increasing effectiveness and safety. To
secure the greatest return on each agencies
i nvestment of time and creativity, every
partner has enthusiastically supported the
ongoi ng efforts of the partnership over the
next year or two.

To truly expedite Bay Area cl eanup, reduce
the costs or inprove cleanup results,
t echnol ogi cal innovation must be supported at
every level -- by institutional flexibility,
i nt eragency cooperation, encouragenent of

strong community input and response to |oca

WORKI NG DRAFT

Page 148

needs and priorities, open comunication and
trust building. Tools that need further
expl oration include perfornance-based
contracts, risk managenent, streamline
permtting -- and, of course, w thout cleanup
fundi ng, there's no market and no innovation
Thank you.

MS. PERRI: Thank you.

MR. CHOUDHURY: Ms. Perri, | just
want to point out our next presentation is

schedul ed for 4:00 o'clock. So --
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M. PERRI: Okay. Al right. 1'm
going to -- I'Il pass and I'lIl switch -- go
this way this tinme.

MR, POLLY: One quick one. Anber,
very good presentation. One thing you may want
to consider is gain sharing contracts, which is
what the utilities are using. So -- just a
consi deration besides perfornance-based
contracts. COkay?

M5. PERRI: Stan? Steve? Paul?
Anyt hi ng?

MR. REI MER: Thank you, Anber.

Good presentation.

MS. PERRI: General ?
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GEN. HUNTER: Anmber, | just wanted to
ask the question -- you tal ked about two

denonstrations. Both of them at
Hunt ers Poi nt ?

M5. EVANS: We have had nore than two
denonstrations. W' ve had two at
Hunters Point -- our initial ones -- we, then,
had a Fast-Track denmponstration of in situ
thermal desorption at Mare Island. W explored
an ongoing treatability study for
el ectrokinetics at Al aneda Naval Air Station

and we now have gone through a second
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solicitation t

abat ement and

argeting | ead-based paint

renediation in soil and

groundwat er nmonitoring. That has transl ated

into sone of t

hose being responded to in the

affirmati ve and us nmoving to denonstrations in

sonme other areas. So, the groundwater

nmonitoring is

Hunt er s Poi nt

noving forward at two sites --

and Moffett -- and we're al so

| ooki ng at biorenediation in Point Mlate --

bunker fuel --

and, then, we're | ooking at

| ead- based abatenent with an ice blasting

t echnol ogy at

GEN.

Ham | t on.

HUNTER: M | ast question to
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you: You nent

dropped out --
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ioned that sone of the firns

ei t her because of |ack of

guarantee of followon contracts or they didn't

have R&D funds that they could invest to

expl ore these technologies. Are there any

state or federal funds being contributed to

this partnership?

MS.

EVANS: The federal funds that

have continued the partnership have been EDA

funds. That EDA grant is now subsiding and we

are |l ooking to how to continue the partnership

t hrough the --

the responses of the agents that
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are participating.

GEN. HUNTER: Thank you.

MS. PERRI: Jin? Anything? Don?
Anyt hi ng?

MR. CRAY: Yeah. You used the
formul ati on several tines in stating the
obj ectives of this innovative technol ogy --
better, cheaper, faster. W have seen
statistics showing that in recent years the
trend is nuch nore towards containment remedies
wi t h acconpanyi ng physical or institutiona
controls, which -- in terns of two of those

criteria -- faster and cheaper -- probably beat
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not only the existing technol ogy, but also your
i nnovati ve technol ogies -- and, so, ny question
is whether or not the trend towards these kinds
of remedies and -- reduces the incentives not
only for devel opnent of, but inplenmentation of

t hese innovative technol ogi es?

MS. EVANS: | absolutely believe so.
I think -- you know, |'ve specifically had
firms indicate that with -- with the market --
in ternms of what will the Navy nove forward
with -- or any branch of DoD want to contract
for their technology -- |I've heard them say the

private sector is nmuch nore likely to have --
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to contract us.

MR GRAY: And if | may just ask one
followon that -- but isn't it possible that if
there were sufficient incentives to devel op
t hese newer nore innovative technol ogies --
things |ike phytorenediati on and so on that you
have nentioned -- that, in fact, it mght be
cheaper with some of those to actually clean up
a site to where it could be used for
unrestricted use rather than putting
contai nnment and institutional controls on it,

which -- we don't know what the cost is going
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to be if it goes on for 50 or 100 years?

M5. EVANS: Absolutely. And | think
that -- right now, when |I said that this is our
wi ndow of opportunity -- here in the Bay Area,
we understand the RODs will close as schedul ed
in the next couple of years. So, | think for
us seeking what -- how we can get good cost and
performance data on these technol ogies so that
that can be part of the decision process
bet ween eval uating a nore active destructive
technol ogy versus institutional controls is --
is a key part of the timng of our work.

MR, GRAY: Thank you very nmuch.
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M5. PERRI: Thank you. Very good
present ati on.

MR. CHOUDHURY: The next itemon the
agenda is Public Involvenent in BRAC Cl eanup
panel with M. Lenny Siegel, M. Saul Bl oom and
M. Bill Touhy. The prepared statements that
were previously provided by M. Siegel and
M. Touhy were posted on the web -- and | see
M. Bl oom

I'"d request this panel to sit at the table
near the podium-- and ny understanding is

M. Siegel will be the first speaker -- to be
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foll owed by M. Bloom and then M. Touhy.

Okay. M. Gray, since you are sponsoring
this panel, do you want to make any
i ntroductory remarks?

MR, GRAY: Well, 1'd just like to say
that -- as | said in nmy opening remarks, | -- |
think this is a landmark effort to get sone
real feedback from people who have been deeply
i nvolved in the process of cleaning up at
closing and -- as well as active bases -- for a
long a period of tine and have a | ot of
experience and a | ot of know edge in the area
and |'mvery happy we're going to have a chance

to -- to take advantage of their know edge and



15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

10

11

12

13

14

experience in this area and -- instead of mny
i ntroduci ng each one of you, would you just
begin by telling us a couple of words about
your background and how -- how you' ve been
involved in this area

MR, SIEGEL: M nane is
Lenny Siegel. |'m Executive Director of the
Center for Public Environnmental Oversight,
affiliated with San Francisco State University,
San Francisco Urban Institute and a | ot of

peopl e here may know me froma variety of
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committees that we've been sitting on together
over the years. But |I'mreally here today --
the way | started in the environnmenta
restoration field -- as a local activist from
Moffett Field, which is about 15 m nutes down
Hi ghway 101. |If you flew over -- flewinto
San Fransisco -- SFO -- you night have fl own
over the big old blinp hangars that are the

| andmar ks of the base. [|'ma nenber of the
Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition, which is our
| ocal county-wi de toxics environnental group
and founder and officer of the Alliance for a
New Moffett Field, which is a grassroots group

wor ki ng on reuse issues for Mffett Field.
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| guess a lot of you in the mlitary kind
of -- are happy to hear ne present because
Moffett's Restoration Advisory Board is
basically a success story and you probably
don't hear nmany of those. Moffett -- in fact,
t he Technical Review Comrmittee at Mffett was
the nodel that the Federal Facilities
Environnental Restoration Dial ogue Cormmittee
used to propose the nationw de devel opnent of
site-specific advisory boards.

By "successful,” | don't nean that the
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regul ators, the mlitary, other responsible
parties in the conmunity al ways agree. W
don't. But we listen to each other and we very
often come up with conmprom ses that seemto
suit everybody in the long run. There are
three principle reasons why | think the
Restorati on Advisory Board -- and before that
t he Technical Review Committee at

Moffett Field -- have been successful. First,
there have been key people in the Navy who
through their personalities and through their
deci si ons about who to invite to neetings have
made sure that the public was wel

represented. First, Captain Tim Qi gley, who

was the base commander when Moffett was first
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proposed for closure -- and, now, the Base
Envi ronnment al Coordi nator, Steve Choa.

Secondly, the community around Moffett Field is

an enpower ed, educated comunity. It's -- It's
actually fairly diverse -- socioeconom cally
and racially -- but being in the heart of

Silicon Valley, we have a | ot of people who
have their own technical expertise. So, the
folks in the comunity understand sone of the

environnental issues that we have to deal with
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at Moffett Field and are used to being listened
to. Moffett is only one of 29 Superfund sites
in Silicon Valley and we' ve been dealing with
those over the years. And, so, when -- when
Mof fett came up, we just picked -- you know,
picked on it in order with the other issues
that we were dealing with. W have
expectations that our groundwater wll be
protected and that's -- | guess the third
reason is that the Silicon Valley Toxics

Coal ition brought together -- basically, eight
or nine years before Moffett's Federa
Facilities Agreenment was -- was proposed -- a
coalition of not only environmentalists, but

public health professionals and organi zed | abor
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in a very effective organi zation that --

for example, brought Silicon Valley the first

storage tank ordi nance -- doubl e-wal | ed storage
tank ordinance in the country. | believe it
was the first. | know it was the nodel that

was used for the state and the nation. So,
agai n, you have a conbi nati on of key Navy
peopl e, an educated, enpowered community and a
hi story of organizing.

When the -- About the tinme the Restoration
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Advi sory Board was formed, the Silicon Valley
Toxics Coalition obtained a technica
assistance -- actually, two technica
assi stance grants -- one for Mffett Field and
one for the adjacent MEW study area, which
represents el ectronics conpanies -- such as
Intel -- in the area that al so have their
Superfund sites. MEWstands for three streets;
M ddl efield, Ellis and Wi zman (phonetic). So,
["1l just refer to it as MEW

When the Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition
got the grants, we forned an advi sory group
brought in under the Toxics Coalition -- sone
of the -- sone of the nmenbers who -- which
| at er became nenbers of the RAB when it was

formed -- and in doing that and later on with
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the RAB, nmenbers of the community who are
actively concerned about Mffett Field
established priorities for what we thought were
the inmportant issues. W, as the comunity,
have never tried to oversee every |last thing
that the Navy, NASA and the el ectronics
conpani es were doing in the cleanup. W had
things that we cared about and those are the

things that we brought to the table. The
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nmost -- highest priority was protecting our

| ocal drinking water supply. A portion of the
drinking water in ny community and

Mountai n Vi ew conmes from underground aquifers
which are -- have been inpacted not directly
yet by the Navy, but directly by the

el ectroni cs conpani es which share a huge

regi onal plunme of trichloroethylene with the
Navy. And, so, we had al ready been working on
that i ssue when the Navy started to deal with
it and our role was to insist -- and we | obbied
EPA fairly heavily on this -- that the plune,
whi ch was geographically the same plunme -- be
regul atorily treated the same instead of -- we
didn't want to have one cleanup programfor the

Navy plume and other one for the electronics
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i ndustry plume when they were the sane
plume -- that actually took a while -- but we
were successful -- and that the cl eanup of
NASA, the Navy and the el ectronics conpanies is
now coordi nated and the extraction systemis
now being tested and will be functioning on
line right now.

The second priority: Protecting the

San Francisco Bay and its wetlands. [It's no
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coi nci dence that nost of the Navy bases in the
Bay Area are, in fact, on the bay.

Moffett Field -- if you were to turn off the
punp -- what the Navy calls Building 191 -- if
you were to turn off, the runway would fl ood.
It's really below -- a good portion of the
runway at Mffett Field is bel ow sea | evel.
There's a | ot of concern in the Bay Area --
even from people who don't drink the
groundwater -- a |lot of our water conmes from
the Sierras -- about the inpact of the toxic
contamination on the wildlife throughout the
food chain -- and this is an issue at

Moffett Field and we're concerned that it
become an issue -- not reach the bay -- because
of the val uabl e ecol ogi cal resources -- not

just the ecological resources that are there
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now, because there's been a | ot of habitat
destruction over the years. Mich of the bay
near Moffett Field is now being used as salt
ponds, but there's a proposal to restore 29, 000
acres of salt ponds as well as -- and the

m grants are advocating that the wetl ands at
Moffett be restored. W want the cleanup to

support that.
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At the last RAB nmeeting -- | was back in

D.C., for neetings, so -- so | only know this
fromthe mnutes -- an issue came up, "Well

what do we have to clean up in the stormater
retention pond" -- which is the non-tida
wet | ands at Moffett Field -- and the question
"Well, are there any fish there?" Well, there
probably aren't any fish there because
sonmetines the place is dry. But our conmunity
woul d I'i ke you to assune that at some point
we're going to open that up to tidal flow and
there will be fish there and cl eanup shoul d
support the full protection of the food chain.
That's the concern of the community and we have
fought -- along with the regulators -- to

make sure that the Navy pays attention to the

ecological risk of the contam nations there as
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wel | as our initial focus, which is
contam nation of the groundwater

The third issue -- which is appropriate
for today -- is -- it's been very inportant
to our community to preserve the flexibility of
reuse. As many of you may know, nost of
Moffett Field was taken over by NASA -- and

there's a research center next door -- they
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took over the airfield that was bei ng used by
the Navy and the Air Force and ot her agencies
and the Air Force -- Onizuka Air Force Station
took over the houses -- and, actually, that's
part of BRAC '95. The conmunity -- even when

di sagreei ng anong ourselves as to what the

future use of that property should be -- has
agreed that the cleanup -- as nuch as
possi bl e -- should support unrestricted use.

W want to be able to put housing there sone --
there soneday if NASA ever decides to close the
runways. | think that's a realistic
possibility. So, when NASA and the Air Force
and Fed-Ex proposed a couple of years ago that
Moffett Field be opened up to air cargo planes
to fly over our hones in the mddle of the

ni ght -- which was not very popular -- we could

say, "Well, if the Navy's doing a good job of



19

20

21

22

23

24

25

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

cl eanup, we don't have to accept an airport at
Moffett Field." W can do sonething else --
whet her it be nuseuns, whether it be education
whether it be housing. W aren't stuck with
it.

Now, we do have a landfill that's being

capped by the bay and we accept -- that's going
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to -- should be open space, anyhow. W have
some underground fuel tanks -- very large

tanks. W don't expect those to be cl eaned up
to unrestricted use while they' re being used as
fuel tanks. So, there are exceptions to -- to
the push for unrestricted use -- but | think
it's been very critical for our conmunity to
make sure that we get the maxi mum cl eanup
because of the long-termuncertainty about how
the property is going to be used.

| just -- during the break -- talked to
t he Base Environnental Coordinator fromEl Toro
and fromny -- | was down there -- this was --
the community there was just al so proposing the
conversion of that base into an airport and
I -- 1 really surprised them because -- the
comunity there -- just say, "Hey, look. Mnd

if | say sonething good about the Navy?
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They're cleaning this up" -- "this" -- "these
areas to unrestricted use. That's good. That
means you can say, 'We aren't stuck with an

airport.'"™ A lot of communities want airports,
but those that don't shouldn't be stuck with
t hem because their cleanup hasn't been

conplete. So, that's what communities -- as
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far as |'m concerned, communities in the --
that's where this institutional controls issue
comes up. It may save nmoney in the short run,
but the comunity loses its ability to respond
to different econonmic conditions. Because you
only clean up to an industrial use, then

there's a problem

Now, | just thought of one exanpl e of
that -- it's actually technically a non- BRAC
facility. It's a fornmerly-used defense site

that apparently got appended to the cl eanup of
t he Newport Naval Base in Rhode I|Island where
the owner of the property wanted to use it for
a marina. He runs a marina and he was going to
do that. There's soneone across the bay that
runs a marina and the market fell off for

mari nas. So, now he wants to do it --

housi ng -- and he's pushing the Navy, who's

responsi ble for the cleanup at this plant, to
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clean it up for housing. Al of the -- the
deed restrictions and other fornms of
institutional control enforcement woul d work
out. Even if you solve those problens, don't
totally solve the problemof the conmunity's

need to be able to deternmine its destiny -- and
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that's -- that's the key issue that we've
| earned at Moffett Field -- and | nay never get

to see that the housing that we need is built
there, but at least -- | don't want the
contam nation to be the reason to stop it.

| have one nobre issue | want to raise --
and it's -- it's based upon -- | guess it
should qualify as a runor at this point -- it's
nmy understandi ng at some point fairly soon that
the Navy offices in San Bruno that have
supervi sed the cleanup may be shut down and
that the personnel who are responsible for
cl eaning up Bay Area bases be transferred -- or
at least in -- in managenent -- to San Di ego.
This is a problem1've heard fromcomunity
peopl e who' ve been there -- or fromthe
Air Force. At a certain point in the program
you start to lose your on-site activity from

the Arnmed Services. We're concerned about
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that -- because part of our ability to work
with the Navy is based upon the accessibility
of the people that we have to deal with and we
know t hat organi zations |like the Navy and the
ot her Arnmed Services have to organize for their

own efficiencies, but there's a |arger
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efficiency which neans dealing with the
community. The Navy has done that well at
Moffett Field and we don't want to see that
under nmi ned.

Thank you.

MS. PERRI: Thank you.

MR. CHOUDHURY: M. Bl oonf®?

MR, BLOOM My nane is Saul Bl oom and
right now |I'mgoing to be speaking as the
Executive Director of Arc Ecology. 1've been
involved in this issue for the past 15 years
and |'mslightly envious of Lenny because we've
had a much nore difficult path to cross.

| wanted to first start ny remarks,
t hough, by thanking the DERTF for the change in
the public hearing tonight -- change in the
process. W conmunity nmenbers attending this
nmeeting found the design originally to be
somewhat offensive. We felt it to be a

corruption of the process of providing rea
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input into this process and |'m going to go

t hrough why. Originally, when we think about
public hearings, we go back to the old

New Engl and town neeting nodel where the

purpose of the neeting was to bring the
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comunity together and discuss the |arger
i ssues -- both with the panel of
deci si on-nakers and advi sers i npaneled to hear
the input of the comunity -- but also -- and
equally inportantly -- to provide a forumin
front of which the community, in fact, could
hear the issues that all of us were going to
rai se and so that the larger issues could be
bedded and we could all begin to be involved in
that |arger issue and di scussion together --
and, so, | am deeply appreciative that you have
chosen to modi fy your neeting agenda toni ght
and return to that nost Anerican of
traditions -- the New England town neeting and
t he open forum

When | first started to get into this
process, people start -- ask nme questions about
health risk assessment -- you know, "What do
they mean by this ten mnus four, ten mnus six

thing" -- and | would tell people, you know,
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sort of off the cuff, "Well, you know ten m nus
four is the cleanup | evel bel ow which we want
to get our bases cleaned up to and our
communities protected,” and, "One in a mllion

was our chance of getting it without a fight,"
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and that's sort of, you know, our feeling about
public participation. You know, we understand
and we want great public participation and we
know that there's nmutual interest in public
participation, but all involved RAB nenbers
really have to fight to get it.

We began -- ny organi zation --
Arc Ecol ogy began worki ng on RAB Caucus in 1994
because we serve on -- at that point, five --
now, six -- RABs -- and what we found was is
that we were on six RABs, we had six stories,
we had six processes and we had six moving
targets in terns of how they were being
managed -- and the | ack of consistency neant
that many conmunities were not given equal and
reasonabl e opportunities to participate in this
process. | renmenber going to three different
Navy public participation neetings about
contracting and hearing three different
stories. Most alarmngly, one of the

stories -- and the | east favorable story -- |
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was called to an Arny comunity -- the Hunters
Point community -- largely African-American --
where we were tal king about the opportunities

for contracting. The conmmunity participation
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people tal ked for a full ten mnutes about drug
testing and prior felonies where that had not
happened at Mare |sland and had not happened
before the East Bay Conversion |nvestnent
Di vi sion of which | ama comm ssioner. And,
so, we wanted to see if there was a way that we
could bring RAB nenbers together to begin to
devel op sonme consistency within the process,
get sone consistent feedback -- and, really,
that is the essence of true valuable public
participation. It is consistency. It is the
opportunity to participate. It is the
opportunity to participate fairly.

Public participation is public
partnership -- and, oftentinmes, when we dea
with public partnership, we're in a junior and
seni or partner relationship. Sonme people get
invited to the table, other people don't.
There's no consistency in this process. | know
that recently the Environmental Protection

Agency here in San Francisco opted out of the
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process with U S. Arnmy on the feasibility study
for the Presidio Arny Base precisely because
the regulators and the Presidio Trust were

going to be invited to the table and, at this
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point, the RAB was not invited and the feeling
on the part of RAB members -- of which | am
one -- was -- is that we were going to get a
chance to tal k about it as soon as the decision
was nade. We were very, very disturbed about
it and we feel that it sort of speaks to an
i ndemrmi ng pr obl em about how unconfortabl e and
confused we are about what public participation
ought to be. So, I'mhere to offer a few
suggestions. Surprise!

First, we need full access to
information. Every RAB nmenber | talk to --
with the exception of a rare few -- and God
bless them-- but a rare few -- have probl ens
getting docunents, getting full access. |
renmenber the first Presidio RAB neeting
attended, the Base Environmental Coordinator
there stood a stack of docunents this high on
the table and said, "Cee, guys" -- you know, "I
can give you all of this, but you really don't
want that, do you? You want these little

executive summaries. |I'll tell you what you
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need to know." That was discouraging to al
the RAB nenbers in attendance -- because even

t hough those docunents are big -- you know,
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it's sort of |like salad -- you have to pick
through themin order to get to the parts that
you want -- and that was what we explained to
people -- and as soon as the people in the
Presidio started to -- on the Presidio RAB --
started picking through that salad, they were
able to make very substantial and positive
comrents about the cleanup, its goals, its

obj ecti ves.

True -- The second point that | want to
raise is true equality of input. That neans
early, full, ained at resolving conflict and
not deciding i ndependent. That is a critica
conmponent of public participation.

Third: Environnmental justice. W al
tal k about environnental justice, but what does
it really nmean to us? Environnmental justice
means very, very different things to different
people, but | would like to pose this sort of
overarching kind of concept to people.

Envi ronmental justice in the context of base

cl osure neans -- and base cleanup -- neans a
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successful solution to the -- and process --
that reflects the good of all, the

participation of all and respect for all people
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i mpacted by the process of base cl eanup

We are, right now, review ng the
envi ronnental inpact statenent for the
Hunters Point conmmunity for the transfer of
that facility that treats health risk as two
separate gl asses of water that never cone
together. We're redeveloping this property for
t he benefit of this conmunity. This is the
nost contami nated comunity in the city of
San Francisco. The health risk assessnent is
an eight-hour health risk assessnent. It does
not take into consideration the fact that
people who live in this community get a toxic
dose so long as they're in this conmunity. As
Il ong as they work at the Hunters Point
Shi pyard, that discrete eight-hour exposure
becomes a 24- hour exposure -- and, so, the
gl asses actually mx. It isn't one discrete --
two discrete glasses standi ng beside each
other. So, it's |looking at the context of the
purpose and the goals and objectives of the
cl eanup and including versus excluding the

publi c.
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True participation -- True public

participation is sort of the difference between
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being a tel ephone and a door. A telephone is
an excel l ent means of communication. You nove
i nformati on through it. But, really, a door is
a way of noving fromone place to another. As
a comunity -- As a community activist -- as a
RAB menber -- | ask you to open the door. W
want to wal k through the door with you. Qur
purpose here is to wal k through this door so
that we can wal k through it together, bring
up -- bring base cleanup to a successful
nmut ual | y agreeabl e and beneficial concl usion.
Otentines, we all think that we're
engaged in a conflict over objectives. Wen --
The col onel just recently came to the Presidio
Arny Base and said to us -- we asked him "Wat
did you think of the RAB?" And he says, "Well
you know, you're certainly vocal" -- and we
certainly are -- but the I ook on his face
was -- said volumes to the people in that
room It said that he wasn't confortable with
us being vocal and that's the wong nessage to
send to people who volunteer their tine, spend

hours and hours, neet sonetines three tines a
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month to bring feasibility studies, renedia

i nvestigations, environnmental inpact
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st at ements, what-have-you, to successful and
early conclusions. W aren't partners in this
process because our comunities are dependent
upon your success. You have to succeed because
it's our health and our econom es that are at
stake and we want you to succeed and we want
your help in doing that. W want your faith,
your trust and the ability to participate as
equals -- as Americans -- in this process.
Thank you.

MR, CHOUDHURY: M. Touhy, please?

MR, TOUHY: M nane is Bill Touhy.
I'"mthe Project Director of the East Bay
Conversi on and Rei nvestment Conmi ssion in
Al aneda County, working nostly with reuse
authorities on reuse -- because | -- | have
never been to a RAB neeting in ny life. |
don't know a | ot about themand |I won't pretend
to be really speaking know edgeably about RABs
in this.

My public involvenent credentials cone

froma long tine ago. | suspect the first
maj or relevant flash or issue in nmy life was as

a professor in the late '60s advocating nore
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1 not hi ng has ever been as hard as that. And
2 since then, |'ve tried to work with the
3 Nat i onal Laboratories Test -- Departnent of
4 Energy's National Laboratories -- another tough
5 nut to crack as far as public participation --
6 and |'ve worked with EPA in Region 9 here --
7 which was a very gratifying experience -- on
8 border policy issues. So -- Now, |'m working
9 with the East Bay Conversion Comm ssion --
10 cl ose contact with |local reuse authorities --
11 and nost of my comments will reflect that --
12 the reuse plan and the ol d process.
13 | did wite a paper. | had it in in
14 Decenmber for which | expect a reward -- and
15 won't read it. There are details in -- in
16 there that are probably beyond -- I'mgoing to
17 just do the highlights today and -- | prefer
18 not to read the paper
19 Let's start off, then, with a really
20 of f-the-top-of-nmy-head definition. Wat is
21 public involvenent? It's a lot of things. The
22 one | cranked out in a big hurry was: It's a
23 t wo- way di al ogue between diverse sectors and

24 appropriate decision-nmakers yielding a process
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that seens fair and effective and results that
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are seen as legitimte. That's -- That's a
hell of a | ot of experience cranked out very
qui ckly into something. | think there's a |ot
of neat there. |I'mgoing to just, now, hit
certain parts of that rather than go through it
systematically.

Di al ogue: Dialogue is very inportant. |
commend DERTF -- however you say your
acronym-- to -- seens to be respecting the
need for dialogue. Mst of the settings I work
in, I think, discourage dial ogue. Too often

the procedures are soneone is allowed to

speak -- whether at the end of the neeting or
not -- but nobody responds and everybody goes
and -- thinks what they want and the process
goes forward. In decision-nmaking theory -- if
it's a word -- synoptic decision-nmaking --

at -- at one point, it was kind of
characterized -- your past decision-making --

where you take in all the information and,

t hen, sonebody mraculously arrives at the
right answer. Presunption: You get all the
i nformati on and the right answer because
obviously -- certainly, things we're talking

about here and certainly nost of life -- if you
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live them-- dialogue is how you figure out
what the hell makes sense and -- especially if
you have to make these decisions in

rel ati onship to other people, you share your
under st andi ngs and gi ve and take and devel op a
process which doesn't necessarily arrive at
truth. It, hopefully, arrives at workable
decisions -- as close to neani ngful decisions
as you can cone. That's one point.

Anot her point 1'd like to make is -- |
don't usually use the term "public involvenent"
as nmuch as "public education and
i nvol venent" -- and this | |earned especially
inmy work with EPA. There's a |lot of things
that go into public involvenent and one of them
is education. Having a dialogue in front of
the public helps -- one of the two speakers
before ne alluded to this -- having the public
hear what the decision-nakers are thinking and
how t hey exchange information -- you get a nuch
nore realistic understandi ng of
deci sion-nmaking -- the give and take, the
di fferent positions, a different
understanding. So, | think it's the

responsibility of public officials -- and,
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of course, it's often not done -- but to have
di al ogues in front of the public -- so the

publ i ¢ understands why deci sions are nmade and
that there are conpromises. | think the public
is probably better able to understand
conpromi ses if they hear how they're arrived at
rather than just guess at themin the paper --
and, so -- report.

Another -- and |'mrepeating what sone of
t he peopl e have said here today, but | -- |
didn't know what they were going to say -- and
| wote ny paper in advance -- so | was first.
But | think the agencies are under obligations
to hel p educate the public and that takes tine
and energy -- we know about that -- you have
to go to an awful |ot of neetings at very
i nconveni ent tines sonetinmes in neighborhoods
you might even be afraid to go to. [|'d,
frankly, rather be in a neighborhood
sometines -- and until now, |'ve never really
ventured into -- it takes noney. | know EPA
has done -- provided technical assistance
dollars and | know that -- at |east, on
paper -- and | read that DoD was doi ng that

and -- through -- sone of the RABs, | guess,
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have that -- access to nmoney for technica
assistance. That's very inportant -- which

cones to my next point.

Organi zation: Lots of people |ove to get
three mnutes at a stand like this and vent
their opinions, but ny -- my own view is that
nost effective public involvenment goes through
organi zations. You have to have resources, you
have to have perseverance, you have to have
nore -- nmore know edge than one person can
usually bring toit. So, | comrend the
agencies to the extent they respect that and
support organi zations to deal with them --
that's just ny view. | think that in the |ong
run, organizations are what really meke
effective public involvenent -- not a | ot of
i sol ated individuals venting their opinions.

Now, I'"mgoing to really get in trouble.
I'"'mgoing to talk about sonme of the problens |
see in the process -- and | guess | mght as

well start out with the one that's going to get

me in the nost trouble -- and this does reflect
nmy parochial bias, | suppose, having worked
with reuse authorities. |f a reuse

authority -- and Don Gray is going to get mad
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at ne, too -- if a reuse authority was sel ected
by a properly-designated | ocal government with
whom we vote by election, | see a legitimcy

i ssue between the reuse authority and RAB
which is chosen by non -- non-loca

government -- maybe represents a | ot of people,
but there are tensions there that | have --

t hat have been brought to ny attention by reuse
authority people who say, "Well, we're the
proper representatives of the local conmunity,"
and the RAB people were picked by the mlitary,
by DoD, by different organi zations. So, why is
it that they're legitimate? | can only pose
that question. | don't have the answer.

At one point, a base transition officer
cane to me and asked for help -- asked for help
in resolving an issue and | wasn't able to help
her. | wasn't even able to get fromher a
formul ation of the issue that would help ne
help her. So, | think it's a very conplicated
issue. But it's clearly one that's on the
table sometinmes. We all know that the reuse
authorities and their communities -- when | say
"reuse authority,” I'mincluding the community

advi sory group, which is their, in a sense,

WORKI NG DRAFT
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open process to bring in the public. They're
focusing on reuse. The RABs bring together
people with a |lot of expertise and interest in
cl eanup -- environnmental experts -- but there
is a tension around the doings here. | have

seen that and | think it's ongoing issue.

Anot her one -- Another problem | see are
cultural barriers -- and I'mtal king now nore
about a bureaucratic culture -- but not about

ethnic or national or things like that. Having
wor ked with National Laboratories -- and now
for the last five or six years for the nilitary
and having been in universities for ten years,
there are distinct organizational cultures that
al nrost always make it very difficult for people

who aren't in those groups to be heard, to be

respected, et cetera. Either -- you know,
there are -- "You don't have a Ph.D., why
should | listen to you," or, "You -- "You

haven't been through the acadeny. You

really" -- you know -- polite -- | won't say
there's rudeness in that, but |I'm saying
there's fundanental barriers around these
cultures. Clearly, when you bring together the

mlitary, environnental professionals, |awers,

WORKI NG DRAFT
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a whol e | ot of other groups around base

cl eanup, you've got major cultural barriers.
It's easier for me to go to another country
than to go into some of those cultures -- and
have been to other countries.

Okay. Another hurdle -- in ny definition
| tal ked about appropriate decision-makers.
This is a big country and it's getting bigger
all the time. It's very hard to get the

appropriate decision-nmakers in any proximty to

the publics. | brought an exanple, which -- |
amdefinitely a dirty dog. | -- 1 don't play
fair. | took off the letter -- to mail it --
fromthis organization -- the return

address -- the Ofice of the Assistant Deputy
Under Secretary of Defense. Okay. So -- and,
truthfully, years ago when | first encountered
bi g governnent, | confronted sonething -- |
said, "What the hell is this?" You know,
because | thought a secretary sat at a desk and
and took dictation and things. First, | had to
realize that a secretary was a muck-a-nmuck in
governnent. But to |ook at that progression --
| ooki ng at the agency fromthe point of view,

you kind of identify with the top -- and the
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secretary -- and "I work for the Secretary of
Def ense" -- so, whatever |evel you m ght
work -- and you can identify with that and

understand that. Fromthe public's point of
view, you're really starting out at the

bottom You're saying, "Ofice of the
Assistant" -- then, there's an Assistant Deputy
Under and, then, there's a Deputy Under and
there's a Under Secretary and, then, there's a
Secretary. Well, it's very hard to relate to

t hat and understand what this nmeans and how
decisions are taking place. | also used it in

conjunction with my comrent about appropriate

deci si on- makers, because -- you know, we have
a -- Are you a Deputy Under Secretary? | |ose
track. You're here. So -- | nean, that's

good, you know, but that doesn't happen on a
daily basis. It doesn't happen a lot and it's
very hard to have it happen a lot in this big

country we have and growing all the tine.

So --

| did cone up with a coupl e of
recomendations. | nmean -- Obviously, there
are many, many things -- but in the tinme, |'ve

got to pick a couple things that | think are
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inportant. One is a reconmendation to the
public -- and this certainly doesn't apply to
these two gentlenen sitting next to nme, but --
it's: Don't back off when you hear what seens
to be a nonresponse to your question. Very
frequently, the public asks a question or says
sonmet hing and -- and what they hear in response
makes no sense. It sounds |like they weren't

understood or it sounds |ike evasion or it's

just inconprehensible -- and I'lIl give you one
that | heard not too long ago. |'mnot sure if
| should have understood it or not. | did do

work on the nature of EI'S on the Super --

conducting Super Collider for the Departnent of

Energy. | should know what an EIS is al
about. | only gave a year of ny life to this
nonster. At one base, the -- |'mnot even

going to nane the base or the nmilitary branch
because I'Il just get in trouble -- at one base
in the prelimnary planning neeting with the
commander and city officials, it was -- well

it was announced that the mlitary was going to
go ahead with the EI'S before the comunity plan
was conplete -- and, of course, that brought up

qui ckly the hackles of the comunity and --
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and -- | never heard any -- so, questions were
asked at that neeting and subsequent neetings.

I never heard a conprehensi ble answer to the
question, "Wy are you going ahead with the EI' S
before we've got our plan done?" |'ve heard
words and they were jargon-|aden and reassuring
and all sorts of things, but they didn't nake
any sense -- you know, things |ike that usually
are taken as polite. |It's polite and quiet.

But those wounds fester and it's stil

festering. It's still an issue and it's been a

couple years now and it continues to be an

i ssue.

The second bit of a reconmmendation -- and
this goes to the agencies -- this cones
especially fromnmy work with EPA -- not as an

EPA enpl oyee, but as a consultant on a speci al
program set up to do public involvenment on an

i ssue that makes base closure look like child's
play. It was water policy in California. |If
you want to go to war, you can cone to
California and tal k about water policy.

Anyway, what | saw there and |'ve seen since is
it's critical -- the staff and public

i nvol venent prograns are critical. Mst people
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aren't cut out for it. There are some that are
and can do wonderful things. They -- They just
have the knack for -- for being open to al
ki nds of people who want to talk to them for
seeking out all kinds of people, for
encour agi ng people, not being a judge of what's
com ng in, but being a channeler of what's
comng in and building trust anpbng agency
| eaders that this will be a positive process --
and you don't find that every day. Even
recently, I've seen a sad case of a public
i nvol venent program person who shoul dn't be
there -- because there's discontentnent and
di sappoi ntnent on all sides. So, you have to
really look carefully to find a good public
i nvol venent person. It's not just your norma
career person in a structure -- one of
bureaucratic culture that |'mtal king about.
Finally, I'll just give you an exanpl e of
what many of us are very proud of with the EPA
program It's -- | call it public
i nvolvenent. It's a lot of things. But in
this program-- when | started it in the late
'80s -- the water -- California has -- the

Sacranento River Delta is a critical ecosystem
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in the state -- because all the water that goes
south of Los Angeles and San Di ego gets

taken -- nost of it gets taken out of the delta
and punped south. So, the discussion -- and we
had all kinds of science and major public
nmeetings about this -- was, "lIs it or is it not
bad for the delta?" And a large agricultura
entity in the southern central valley said, no,
you're on a safe point now and sone Southern
California people said it doesn't hurt the
delta. It's really just -- and they even found
the token scientist to come in and testify,

"Ch, it doesn't hurt the delta. It used to be
this" -- Well, it was bullshit. | nean, you
have 999 out of 1,000 scientists -- you have
common sense, you have everything saying, "This
is bullshit" -- but that was the dial ogue that
we canme into. Five years later when we left --
and (inaudible) was singled out as one of our

maj or acconplishnments on this program-- we had

the people fromthe southern valley -- the
(i naudi ble) Valley of Los Angeles -- saying,
"It's really an economic issue." That put us

a lot farther ahead than we had been and this

di al ogue is now continuing at state and federa
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and insulting each other by these hidden
agendas and pretending it's sonmething it
isn't. It actually was quite an anmazi ng
acconpli shment -- that we got people to say,
"What | really want it for is the

following" -- "and | admt" -- "you're right
about the damage. So, now, let's tal k about
the reality of the situation." The public

i nvol venent program had a lot to do with that,
because we just got out there and got so many
peopl e informed. We educated them and we gave
them channel s to feed back, then we were

tal king about the reality after a while and

not, you know, these positions.

Well, 1'l'l close with sonething | couldn't
resist -- | wote in ny paper -- | wasn't going
to say it, but -- and it will definitely get nme
introuble -- and it doesn't nean | think this

way, but it's one thing. Public involvenent
can be like an old dog. You either love it
deep in your heart or it can be an unmtigated
nui sance.

MS. PERRI: Okay. W're going to --

Thank you all for your presentations. |
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I"d like you-all to think about as you answer
all of our questions and we nove into tonight's
session is -- you know, how we can inprove the
process -- specifically at this neeting. |
wanted to enphasize, as you can see, our
ability to communicate with you electronically
and how you can interact with us. Because we
can't be everywhere all the tinme and -- but we
are available to you. And, so, part of our
purpose at the room next door is to educate you
on how to reach us and how to reach us all the
time. We have bulletin boards. W | ook at
what you send us. W |ook at what goes on in
ot her areas of public communication. W try to
be responsive. But |I'd ask you to think about
how we m ght inprove that, how we can be

bri nging nore people into our electronic

comuni cation system-- which is what we're
going to be using nore often -- and how we can
work to educate, | think, the mlitary on

really what is the right type of person that

woul d be a bit nore responsive -- hitting on
your comments, Bill. You don't want to see a
public affairs officer -- you don't want to see
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a mlitary person who -- maybe it's body

| anguage or -- or other nmeans suggests to you
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that they may not be listening. But what
characteristics do you | ook for and how can we
find the right people and how can we work with
the conponents so that we really do send the
right person to do the job? W're investing a
ot of tinme and a |ot of noney. We do want the
input -- and -- and we need, | guess, a |ot
of the how we-m ght-be-able-to-listen-a-little-
bit-better. Because | think specifically
that's an issue -- response -- to sone of the
ot hers here today.
Lenny?

MR, SIEGEL: In ny conmunity, putting
somet hing on the web or using -- sending
el ectroni c nessages works great. Wenever our
alliance group are in the Mdffett Field or
Silicon Valley, we have an elicitor group
that's locally organi zed at grassroots at a
coupl e hundred househol ds and you can reach a
| ot of people better. A lot of communities,
t hough, have a | ot of people who by culture,
i ncome or expertise still don't really have

access to the Internet and | think it's very
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i mportant not to only communi cate with people

that do. | nean, this is really an



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

environnental justice issue that -- you know,

in my conmunity, you can reach a whole ot of

people. That's what we use for organizing. It

wor ks real well, but not at -- not every place.
MS. PERRI: | don't disagree with

that -- and that, again, is only one form of

communi cation. Simlarly, our change in

format -- which we're going to conprom se on
tonight -- was also neant to address that
comunity who may not be as confortable as sone
of you are with talking to an audi ence and
meeting with a conmttee like ours -- and | ask
you to keep that in mnd as we | ook for ways to
i nvol ve people on a nore daily and regul ar

basi s.

MR BLOOM But -- if | may -- |
appreciate that com ng from Lenny, considering
how much he spends on the conputer -- how nuch
time he spends on the conputer. But --

MR. SIEGEL: That's ny --

MR, BLOOM | know. But -- you know,
for many of us, the -- the conputer systens

that we're seeing right now bei ng devel oped
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sort of are a band-aid on the problem which is

that -- it's the systens that we al ready have

in place where there's public participation --
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the RABs, for exanple -- with all due respect
to ny friend -- they should be working properly
and they will be providing you with the kind of

i nput that you need. These things have been in

pl ace for years. They have -- Many of them --
I nean, | -- | neet so many RAB peopl e and
they're all -- you know, pretty intelligent and

wonder ful people. They all know howto talk
and very few of them are very shy.

So, I think that while we | ook for other
solutions, we need to make sure that the things
that we already have in place actually work.
And, so, as a RAB nmenber, | think that's really
the first place to go -- is -- is meking sure
the RABs work. Otherwise, all the conputers
and bulletin boards and whatnot that you have
in place aren't really going to be addressing
the problem So, | would just urge you to
consi der that.

MS. PERRI: But | guess -- how do
you -- how do you involve the mnority

community and the people that are not able to
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participate in the RAB?

MR. BLOOM  Wel |, funny you should

mention that. The RAB Caucus -- tonight --
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I nean -- or least -- perhaps -- perhaps
tomorrow -- I'mnot sure quite when it's going
to cone up on our agenda -- is going to be
presenting a piece on public participation --
our feedback on environnmental justice -- and,
so, I"mgoing to defer to my community's -- and

all the folks that I'mworking with and --

their coments for you -- but | believe that --
you know -- so, basically, fromny point of
view -- having a process that they feel -- we
feel -- confortable in, that respects, their

i ssues, their needs, that |ooks genuinely at
their communities and treats them as equal s and
partners goes a long way. People respond very,
very well to be being treated well

When | attended ny first RAB neeting at
Hunt ers Poi nt Shipyard, the neeting was abysnal
because the -- the Navy just did not know how
to talk to the community. So, you need to know
how to talk to people. You need to know how to
listen to people and the Navy still has a

terrible time at Hunters Point and in Vallejo
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talking and listening -- and those two skills

go a long way to satisfying the needs and

concerns of environnental justice comunities.

MS5. PERRI: Bill?
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MR, TOUHY: | spent a considerable
ampunt of time in -- | guess | would put it --
back to personality. For one thing, if you're
specifically tal king about the mnority --
under -- econom ¢ and underprivileged mnority
comunity -- first of all, you' ve got to have
sonme patience and take a little bit of abuse,
but then you can get past that -- | nean,
peopl e do want to sound off -- first -- a
ot -- and -- you know, you have to say,
"That's ny job. [I'Il sit and listen to this
and" -- because usually -- you'll see -- you

can get past it. But they do need extra help

sonetinmes, too. | nmean, it's very

di scouraging -- you'll find -- at least in ny
experience -- that relatively few people in the
comunity will participate under nornal
circunstances. | guess there are things you
can try to do, but it's very hard. | haven't

yet seen the answer to that one. But | -- |

guess it's trying. | nean, you do need a
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response. |If you try, you will see you are
appreciated and you will just see at tines --

little extra things you can throw in and do --

but I -- | would have to agree that -- |I'm
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afraid the high-tech solutions aren't usually

going to reach people like that.

I al so have ny own questions. | don't
know -- |I'mnot on the Internet nmuch -- but
di al ogue. Dial ogue, | guess, takes place in
things |ike chat rooms, et cetera -- and maybe
that's -- maybe that is dialogue -- you know,
| -- 1 tend to -- I'mnore used to the persona

di al ogue, | think.

M5. PERRI: [|'mgoing to go to ny
right again. Brian? Do you have anything?

MR. POLLY: | want to thank the three
of you for being very candid and open with us
and tal king about a lot of things that we've
tal ked about as a group for the last couple of
years -- and | personally speak for nyself.

One thing | do want to ask you, Bill --
and you talked a little bit about it in your --
t he paper as well as the dial ogue. What
specifically do you think we need as far as

coordinators or -- 1'll use the word
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"facilitators" -- with the local community?
I nean, can you give us a little idea so we
have a better understandi ng of where you're
com ng fronf

MR, TOUHY: To tell the truth,
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probably not. As | said, | really don't --
|'"ve never been to a RAB neeting. | -- |

woul dn't be -- | don't have enough exposure to
deci si on-maki ng on the environnental --
specifically in the context -- to know how t hat
wor ks.

MR. POLLY: \What about the -- the
ot her panelists?

MR. SIECEL: Mffett is in a
situation where over a period of tine the
parties are learning to work together. W' ve
never had a professional facilitator. W take
turns in terns of the conmunity co-chair and
the installation co-chair chairing the
nmeetings. We have presentation fromthe BCT,
alternating fromthe different
representatives. |It's, basically, the
willingness to share authority -- not just
i nvol venent, but the actual authority.

What | can renenber is at one point there
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was a renedy that went up for a public
hearing -- and, actually, the community
co-chair at that tinme chaired that neeting
rat her than anybody fromthe installation --

and | think that worked very well fromthe
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Navy's point of view -- show ng that we indeed
had come to an agreenent anong the various
parties and that everybody thought this was the
best renedy.

MR, BLOOM  When -- Again, | think
this all comes down to the training of the
personnel involved and their ability to go
ahead and see beyond thensel ves and their own
personal issues and to reaching out to the
comunity and attenpting to engage the
comuni ty whenever they're actually nervous
about that. | nmean, the nobst problematic
exanpl es we have in this region of Fort Od,
Hunt ers Poi nt Shipyard, Mare Island -- where we
have ongoi ng problems -- where |I found sone
success -- again, there's Lenny's RAB --
there's the Treasure |sland RAB where the base
envi ronnental coordinator tends to be very
forthcoming with informati on and doesn't appear

to be hiding the ball -- and -- you know,
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people know it -- as you're saying, Brian --
you know, we |look themin the eye and they tel
you sonet hing and you feel it down in the pit
of stomach that it just isn't true. People
know it and it doesn't engender a lot of -- a

whole lot of faith -- and | think that you can
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do a mllion different things, but the nost

i nportant thing is knowing that we're all here
to solve this problens -- and once you get to
that point, then no natter how gnarly that
probl em may be or how unconfortable it may be
or how enbarrassing it may be, that -- |'m not
going to allude to anything happening in

Washi ngton right now -- but you can, in fact,
get to a point where you start to build trust
and build effective rel ationships.

I do want to say one thing about Bill's
poi nt about the tension between |ocal reuse
authorities and RABs -- and | do believe that
that's an institutionalized but artificia
problem | think that despite the fact that
the | ocal reuse authorities are, in fact,
nom nated by | ocal politicians and are,
in fact, put on the RAB by their enployers --

t he hi gher-ups over there -- | find that when
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t hey work together, they achieve a nmuch qui cker
result. Because we both, in fact, do have a
parall el responsibility for the -- and we work
together effectively in the process and nove
the process al ong.

MR, TOUHY: | -- | thought of one
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thing. I|'ve witten too many papers in ny
life, sol -- 1 look to Ronald Regan, who was a
greater speaker -- and | say, "Yeah. Just talk
about experience. Forget all this formal
stuff."”

When | worked with EPA, | had to fight to

get into sone neetings. My role is going to be

spokesperson in the conmunity -- the whole
region -- fromhere to Sacramento down past
San Jose -- the whole -- and | felt -- as a
spokesperson for this process -- | didn't know

what was goi ng on and how deci si ons were

made -- and sone of the people | worked with on
the ETA knew why | didn't come to neetings --
certain neetings -- and, luckily, the director
wi thin EPA appreciated my position -- and

woul d say one thing is the representative has
to know what's going on. Because if you send a

representative out to a community neeting or
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any ot her neeting and sonebody says, "Well

what is your organization doing or thinking,"
and if they don't know or if they get it wong,
you're going to have no credibility left. If

t hey know nore about your organi zation than you
do -- | mean, | would bet that there's tines

when Saul has known nore about what an
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organi zation is doing than maybe the person
who's talking to himwould -- even m ght have.
Well, that happens -- and -- and | felt
that -- a real tension. | nean, | was out
there talking to -- agricultural areas -- and
wer e being pounded with questions about this
wat er policy and agricultural questioning and
stuff like that. Luckily, at that point, | had
gotten to know what EPA was doing so | could
give intelligent responses. |If you can't,
they'Il see through it real soon and just --

MS. PERRI: Okay. Thank you. Stan?

MR. PHI LLI PPE: Yeah. Thanks, guys.
Wor ki ng out here, | have access -- or they have
access to me, | would like to think -- and
we're able to talk issues through. One of the
things that Saul said is that there are pl aces,

t hough, in the process that you don't have

WORKI NG DRAFT

Page 200
adequate access or -- or that you feel |ike
you're being shut out. |Is it a matter of shut

out from docunents that you need access to or
nmeetings that you need access to or information
exchange from nmy project managers -- or

what -- what do you feel like is the area that

needs i nprovenent ?
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MR, BLOOM Well, let nme give you a
really concrete exanple that sone of the people
sitting in the back of this room have had a | ot
of things to do with -- and they are people
fromthe Southeast Alliance for Environmenta

Justice, Communities for a Better Environnment,

peopl e that make up -- here in
San Francisco -- the Clean Water Alliance. W
recently -- for those of you who know

San Franci sco know we have a plot of |and down
south over there called Mssion Bay -- and for
25 years it's been this ness. |It's been
contam nated and hasn't noved. Recently, the
Tellis Corporation (phonetic), which is
responsi bl e for the devel opment of that
property, canme to the environnmental comrunity
and said, "Look, we have the property. Let's

come to an agreenent about how we're going to
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proceed so we can get this together and get it

going." And, you know, within -- | don't
know -- maybe six nonths -- eight nonths --
| forget howlong it took -- the

environnental i sts, community activists and the
Tellis Corporati on hamered out an agreenent
that we signed and represents a real |andmark

kind of thing and now that project is going.
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Now, ei ght nonths? How | ong have you been

at this process? | was kicked out of western
division -- oh, not -- just -- about a year
ago -- trying to get into the neeting about --

that was going on with the Navy and the
devel opers for the Mare Island facility --
sinmply because -- you want to sit in reserve
you didn't want talk. W were told we were
invited to that neeting. W were -- W' ve been
trying to get into the feasibility study
di scussions at Presidio now W had a
consensus agreenent with the Arny, but the Arny
backed down on it and we were quite
di sappointed with that. | mean, these are
actual experiences that we're having.

The issue of access to base cl eanup team

meetings: Now -- you know, people say, "Well

WORKI NG DRAFT

Page 202

you know you can't be in these neetings because
we're going to be tal king about contractors,
we're going to tal k about budget,"” and

whatnot -- or -- or you know, "proprietary
information" -- and nmy thinking -- the majority
of RAB nenbers don't care about those aspects.
You're going to discuss the budget -- yeah --

I nmean, we're very concerned about how the
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noney i s being used -- of course, God knows it
is our noney -- but the -- what we're actually
interested in being involved in is where the
rubber hits the road and the decisions are
bei ng made about cleanup -- the schedul es, the
priorities and all of that sort of stuff --
those are the things that we're not getting
access to.

W're also finding it difficult in sone
cases to still get documents. W in the
Bay Area have done very, very well by
docunents, but | know people in New Mexico,
people in Texas, people in -- in other
| ocations that don't get docunments. Sonebody
is going to be speaking here from San Antoni o,
Texas, |ater on, that was pron sed docunents at

a DERTF neeting to be translated into
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Spani sh -- and you were sitting there in that
nmeeting not six nonths ago -- and we stil

don't have any novenent on that issue. How can
peopl e participate if their primary |anguage is
not respected and they don't have access to the
ability to participate? That's what hol ds up
the progress. W can get through this thing
really quickly if we had those kinds of

access.
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| happen to like working with DTSC mysel f,
SO -- you know, I'm-- you know, | -- 1 think
DTSC has done an overall good job, but | would
say that oftentines we still have to push our
way in even to DITSC s doors. There is stil
institutional resistance. There is concern of,
"Why are you | ooking over ny shoulder? |'m
wor ki ng hard. |'m doing an adequate job." And
the whole point isn't we're | ooking over your
shoul der. The whole point is, is that we want
to participate so we can solve the probl ens
toget her -- because we know t hi ngs sonetines
and you don't.

M5. PERRI: Ckay. Thank you.

Steve? Anything?

MR, ROGERS: W sort of heard today
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and -- running through various presentations --
a theme -- the LRA, the RAB tensions. Bill,
you say -- to a certain extent in your paper
there's questions of legitimacy in terns of
representational status and why do RABs' views
represent the community any better than soneone
just off the street and the issues sort of
suggest typical problens and |'mjust

curious -- and the three of you -- Saul, you
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say you've had experiences where you' ve worked
wel | together, but that sounds like it may be
t he exception --

MR, CHOUDHURY: Excuse ne.
M. Rogers, could you speak into the
m cr ophone?

MR, ROGERS: | thought | was. |I'l
speak cl oser.

I'"mcurious what -- what the three of you
woul d suggest as a way for -- in the future --
if we were to suggest at the DERTF ways that --
t hat Congress or DoD m ght want to change the
interaction, the relationships with LRA and RAB

to deal with those tensions. Wat would you

suggest ?
MR, SIEGEL: Overall, | think in the
WORKI NG DRAFT
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Bay Area -- over tine, the RABs and the reuse

authorities tend to nove cl oser together as
part of the process. There are two reasons for
the tension that | see. One is often the --
the I and use planning jurisdictionis --
represents a nuch larger area than the affected
comunity. So, their representation through
tax dollars as sone sort of an economi c benefit
for the redevel opnent of the property -- and

only a small portion of them-- or represent
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anybody before you drop the contam nated
groundwater -- they want to put the dirty

business in that part of the town, which is

the -- the reputation for Bayview

Hunters Point -- power plants there, sewage

pl ants there -- well, in some cases -- liberal
contami nation there -- and they -- the whole

city feels that way and the people who are nost
affected don't.

The second thing is the people who are
elected to the City Council are elected on a
| arge nunber issues. They may have been
el ected before base reuse was ever a question.
So, you voted for sonebody -- "I like his

position on abortion," or, "I like your
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position on education," or something like

that -- it doesn't necessarily cone down to
what you want to see happen on -- on the
reuse.

Now, our experience at Mffett Field --
al though it was not a transfer to a non-federa
entity -- local governnent was pushing for this
use of air cargo. We had neetings where it
sounded |i ke the City Council menbers from

Mountai n Vi ew and Sunnyval e were actually
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wor ki ng for NASA, they were pushing so hard for
that proposal. They did that -- and, so, we
had an el ection and the first voter down

there -- and opposed them and threw t hem out
So, over a period of tinme, the communities do
have a chance to influence the people that end
up representing |ocal governnent. But at
first, on a base that's starting to close, the
peopl e there may not -- you know, they may --
may have nothing to do on that. So, you have
to |l ook at both those issues. |Is there a
community which is nore affected than the rest
of the town and were the people elected with

t hese issues in mnd?

MS. PERRI: W're out of tinme --
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We're out of tine right now-- so if you don't
mnd, what I'd like to do is see if you have
nore questions -- we have -- what I'd like to
do is make sure everybody gets an opportunity.
MR. REIMER Bill, a very quick

comment that may add to your repitoire or your
definition in a sense -- but -- fromFort Ord,
there emerged the definition of consensus as an
unnatural act committed by unconsenting
adul ts.

Saul, a question, too: Wen we heard
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from-- from Dan previously -- and in his
slide -- he had specifically said that part of
the trouble that he viewed were the people who
were left out of the reuse process | ooked to
the BCT or to the RAB for an appeal. Now,
would tell that | respect the fact that you
have probably attended nore BRAC neetings than
anyone on the face of the earth. | don't know
if that's a fact, but that's at |east ny
i mpressi on.

MR, BLOOM | think Lenny and Ai nee
(phonetic) and | share that position.

MR, REI MER: Very good. And from

that distinction, could you |l et us know how
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often do you see this as being an event that --
in other words, the -- the effort to find an
appeal ? 1s that an adequate -- an accurate
definition? Does it interrupt the RAB process
conti nuously or what's your view of Dan's
observation?

MR, BLOOM  Well -- you know,
because we're in a -- this, quote, unquote,

“l'imted budget environnent," reuse issues do
drive cleanup decisions and people who live in

t hese communities see them and that's what --
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and, so, you can't -- it's sort of an
artificial distinction. | nean, one of ny

bi ggest di sappointnments in this process is that
we were -- in the State of California --

wor king with the Departnent of Toxic Substances
Control -- Lenny and | were involved in this --
building this thing -- through the California
Base Environnental Advisory Goup -- to create
a forumto invoke the reuse authorities and
RABs to do problem solving on. "How could we
make the two prograns work for nore effectively
together and link?" The problemwas that the
cuts in DSMOA funding, basically, elimnated

that program And, so, that program was
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in fact aborted and a forumthat could have

provi ded the same val uable i nput that the

(i naudi bl e) process had earlier -- earlier on
was not -- never cane to fruition. So, | would
say that -- again, go back to the point,

people -- Lenny's point -- that people who live

in the community have a very, very closely
linked interest to where the reuse process is
going to go. To make them separate and apart
fromeach other is to create an artificia
di vi de between sort of two halves of the twn

and it just don't work. It really doesn't
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work. You have to think about the two
si mul taneously. O herwi se, you're not | ooking
at the process in a holistic -- and, in fact,
an efficient effect -- and that's why there's
so many argunents between the two bodies. |If
they were nmade to -- told that the objective is
to work together, | think you'd get a |lot nore
wor k done.

MS. PERRI: General ?

GEN. HUNTER: First, let me say that
you gentl emen have provided a real insight to
nmy first neeting. But having been out here on

a previous assignnment, | certainly understand
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some of the issues that you have illum nated
this afternoon.
One of the things | wanted to ask Saul and

Bill -- you're tal king about never attending a
RAB and you tal k about not being involved in
the reuse authority decisions. |s there no
effort to have a nenber of the RAB represented
on reuse?

MR. TOUHY: To have a what?

GEN. HUNTER: You tal ked --

MR, TOUHY: Just the | ast question

for ne.
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GEN. HUNTER: Yeah. The | ast
gquestion is, "WAs there an effort to have a
menber of the RAB as a part of the reuse
group?”

MR. TOUHY: Well, | couldn't site a
speci fic case in Al aneda or Oakl and.
Overl appi ng nmenbership is one of the things
that people talk about -- and in sone cases,
apparently, that's the case. | hear of that.
So, that's one of the possibilities --
you know, to ensure that there's continua
over |l appi ng nmenbership

MR, BLOOM |'"'msort of -- and -- and
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Arc is sort of a special case -- because we
just, basically, don't take no for an answer --
so we can get on these bodies. But the reality
is -- inthe main -- fromour experience --

is that there may be occasi ons where | ocal
reuse authority individuals sit on RABs, but
it's rare that RAB menbers sit on |ocal reuse
authorities -- and that is -- has -- and has
been a continual source of contention between
the two -- and, often, when |ocal reuse
authority people sit on RABs, they don't cone

to the nmeetings. They're there -- They're

there maybe once a -- unless we have -- and you
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just don't -- they just don't have the |evel of
di alogue in the main that's needed to nake the
process work together

MR. SIEGEL: Yes. | think what
you're really tal king about are the |ocal reuse
advi sory groups. Usually, the local reuse
authority is an institution of |oca
governnment -- and when they say an advisory
group at Moffett -- our new chair -- it's
between the cities -- and NASA's a part of it
as well -- the former comunity co-chair

was -- was -- was on -- put on that. He
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actually is the one who briefed the entire
comunity advisory comm ttee on reuse on the
state of the cleanup. So, it hasn't -- does
work with --

MR, BLOOM And | was referring to
sitting on the local reuse advisory group

GEN. HUNTER: Ckay. The reason | ask
that you -- you raised the issue of public
education as well as a thought for a better way
to bridge the conmunity instead of having --

M5. PERRI: Thank you. Thomas?

MR. EDWARDS: |1'd like to pick up on

the comment of Bill Touhy's and that's the
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legitimcy of RABs. |, too, had concerns about
the legitimcy of RABs as a stakehol der
i nvolved in the process. When | first | ooked

at it, it did not seem very denographic

really. But after -- after participating in a
| ot of RAB nmeetings in Texas and -- and sone
nati onwi de with DERTF -- | canme to the

conclusion that there's a very nysterious sort
of a |inkage between the success of the base
cl eanup and the way the RAB worKks.

VWhen the cleanup is not going well and the

BCT nmenbers are at odds and you know t he RAB
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meeting was very contentious and there's a
certain point that the base cleanup starts
goi ng well, sonmehow the RAB intuitively
under st ands sonet hi ng and the RAB neeti ngs
start going better, too. So, |'ve now cone to
the point where if | had just one neeting to go
to and I wanted to know how well a cleanup is
going at a base, | would always go to the RAB
nmeeting with -- in preference to any other --
MR, SIEGEL: Tom | think you've got
that -- in association -- causation goes the
other way. |If the RAB is working well, it
makes it easier for the nmenbers of the BCT to

wor k toget her.
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MR. EDWARDS: |'m not sure about
that. 1've seen it -- |I've seen it work the
ot her way, too.

MS. PERRI: Jin®

MR. WOOLFORD: | actually don't have
any coments or questions. I1'd just like to
thank you for your insightful presentations.

It was very instructive and not any one thing
was taken as a whole. | think this gives us a

very good perspective of what's needed out

t here.
WORKI NG DRAFT
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MS. PERRI: Don?
MR, GRAY: Oh, | have a dozen or so
guesti ons.

MR. SIECGEL: Don, send ne an e-nmail.

MR. GRAY: But | did want to take
this opportunity to thank our participants.
| -- Bill, | think you probably would get the
award for the next to nost entertaining pane
we've had in a long time -- and it certainly
has been beneficial to -- to listen to the
experiences of the three of you.

["1l just nmake one observation. | think

you're all a product of your past experience

and | can see and sort of conpare listening to
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the three of you that you-all have had -- and
had very different experience -- many -- in
sone respects, you had an ideal situation, you
had a | ot of things going for you where, Saul
some of your situations have been -- have
negative nerit. Bill, | think you perhaps

participated with reuse authorities that are

set up in a fairly denocratic stance and -- and
so on. But | think the thing that -- | think
to some extent -- and lots of people -- it's
like -- ny favorite story is of six blind men
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in the outhouse and they're all trying to
descri be them and they describe themvery
differently. They don't know which parts of
the anatomy they have to grapple wth.

But the one thing I saw in common between
the three of you is you-all understood one
thing -- and that is, the thing that will get
you nore trouble than anything else is
exclusion fromthe process -- and even
t hough -- and your experience of that, Bill,
was when you were working for EPA and they
weren't telling you what they were doing and --
Thomas Edwards ran a sinmulation a few years ago
for the -- for the DERTF and the thing that

caused the nost dissension in the whole thing



16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

10

11

12

13

14

15

is that I was supposed to be representing the
RABs and they wouldn't let me into the LRA
nmeeting and they wouldn't let ne into the BCT
meeting -- and | think bringing it dowm to a
fairly practical level that that's what is at
the base of a |ot of the other problens in
terms of public participation -- whether or not
the nmenbers of the RABs feel that they're --
they' re being excluded and | don't know what

the problemis, but -- and I think -- at the
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BCTs, | hear a | ot about concern -- and | don't
think this is restricted to the RABs. I think

the LRAs may al so feel excluded fromthe BCT
process at sone points and it -- | think one of
t he best things we could do to inprove this
situation would be to open up the BCT process.
You described it very well, Bill, when you
said, "What nakes this work is when people have
del i berations and there are back-and-forth
di scussions in front of other people.”™ And
think that's the answer.

MS. PERRI: Okay. Thanks.

Shah has a few remarks before we break
MR. CHOUDHURY: Thank you,

Ms. Perri.
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Everyone is on their own for the break.
The Center for Public Environnmental Oversight
has kindly arranged for a reception during the
break in the | obby area outside.

Because this roomis going to be reset for
the public comment period, | ask that when you
vacate this roompronptly that you al so take
your belongs with you.

Those desiring to speak during the public

conment period, please fill out the purple
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cards and turn themin to me. | need to see
M. Bob Kanter sonetinme during the break

And we will resume the public coment
period in this roomat 6: 30.

Thank you.

(Meeting adj ourned.)
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